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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Joyce; Chris Sanchez
Subject: RE: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 12:21:00 PM
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Jessica:
 
Unfortunately, we have no in-house finance-related expert, so ESA will need to defer to OEWD
finance experts to respond to the issue raised below.
 
-Paul
 


From: Range, Jessica (CPC) [mailto:jessica.range@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 10:42 AM
To: Paul Mitchell; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
 
Hi Paul and Adam,
 
Here’s the latest with where we are on the BAAQMD Offset Mitigation.  We are unclear how the
capital recovery factor plays into the calculation since we assume this would be a onetime fee that is
used within a relatively short period of time to achieve actual emissions reductions.  The equation
they used to get to the funding amount is:
 
12,000 tons of emissions reductions X 17.11 tons of emissions  X 5% admin fee
Capital Recovery Factor at 0.347
 
BAAQMD staff says this follows the Carl Moyer Guidelines and we have been directed to the
attached appendices.  The second appendix explains the CRF and shows they are using a 3 year
project life.  Please provide your insights regarding this calculation.
 
Thank you,
 
 
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
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
 
 
 


From: Alison Kirk [mailto:AKirk@baaqmd.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Henry Hilken; David Vintze; Anthony Fournier
Subject: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
 
Jessica,
 
As I mentioned on the telephone, both Anthony and Dave are comfortable basing the cost-
effectiveness of the air quality mitigation measure on  the Vehicle Buy Back program’s average cost
of $12,000/ton of emission reductions. Thus, for the mitigation measure Anthony determined:
 


Proposed mitigation funding:  $620,922 (includes 0.347 CRF factor and 5% admin fee)
Emissions to mitigate:  17.11 TPY of ozone precursors (NOx + ROG)


 
Please let me know if you have any questions. Thanks.
 
Alison Kirk, AICP
Senior Environmental Planner
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109
 
Tel. 415-749-5169
Fax 415-749-4741
 



mailto:pic@sfgov.org

http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/

mailto:AKirk@baaqmd.gov






From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: FW: FW: call Paul Franke at UCSF
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 2:27:27 PM


Hi Adam and Catherine,
Do one of you want to return his call or should I? (Someone should probably get back to him today.)
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 2:01 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Beth Goldstein
Subject: Fwd: FW: call Paul Franke at UCSF
 
Hi Chris,
Beth Goldstein at Hydroconsult Engineers received a call from someone at UCSF regarding the
Warriors EIR.  See name and phone number below.  How should Beth proceed?


Thanks,
Joyce
 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:FW: call Paul Franke at UCSF


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 14:47:43 -0500 (CDT)
From:Beth Goldstein <bgoldstein@hydroce.com>


To:joyce@orionenvironment.com
CC:Mary McDonald <marym@hydroce.com>


Ummm, this seems odd—how should I proceed??
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=DE60665E3EBB43CF95F7AEC0F6E03AA8-CHRIS KERN
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From: Erin McLachlan [mailto:erinmsmail@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 4:00 PM
To: 'Beth Goldstein'
Subject: call Paul Franke at UCSF
 
Commentor on the Warriors EIR.  415-514-9209
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From: Rich, Ken (ECN)
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments]
Date: Saturday, May 09, 2015 8:22:02 AM


Doesn't it make you wonder what your cartoon character would have looked like?


_________________________
Ken Rich
Director of Development
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
415/554-5194


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Sent: Saturday, May 09, 2015 5:53 AM
To: Rich, Ken (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Fwd: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments]
 
Assuming you saw this...


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Chan, Gloria (DPW) (ECN)" <gloria.chan@sfgov.org>
To: "Van de Water, Adam (ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments]


Fyi..a spread in the sf biz times.
 
Gloria Chan
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
Direct: (415) 554-6926
Email: Gloria.chan@sfgov.org
 
 
From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com [mailto:SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com] On
Behalf Of Lawrence Stokus lvstokus@att.net [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 5:17 PM
To: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments]
 
[Attachment(s) from Lawrence Stokus included below]
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From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: Rich, Ken (ECN)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments]
Date: Saturday, May 09, 2015 12:43:33 PM


The JBLout one is pretty amusing.


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


On May 9, 2015, at 8:21 AM, Rich, Ken (ECN) <ken.rich@sfgov.org> wrote:


Doesn't it make you wonder what your cartoon character would have looked like?


_________________________
Ken Rich
Director of Development
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
415/554-5194


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Sent: Saturday, May 09, 2015 5:53 AM
To: Rich, Ken (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Fwd: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments]
 
Assuming you saw this...


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Chan, Gloria (DPW) (ECN)" <gloria.chan@sfgov.org>
To: "Van de Water, Adam (ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments]


Fyi..a spread in the sf biz times.
 
Gloria Chan
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
Direct: (415) 554-6926
Email: Gloria.chan@sfgov.org
 
 
From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com [mailto:SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com] On
Behalf Of Lawrence Stokus lvstokus@att.net [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 5:17 PM
To: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments]
 
[Attachment(s) from Lawrence Stokus included below]
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From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: call Paul Franke at UCSF
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 2:47:33 PM


I can call his boss, Lori Y, within the hour and follow up if it's of a more technical
nature.  


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


On May 12, 2015, at 2:27 PM, Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hi Adam and Catherine,
Do one of you want to return his call or should I? (Someone should probably get back
to him today.)
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 2:01 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Beth Goldstein
Subject: Fwd: FW: call Paul Franke at UCSF
 
Hi Chris,
Beth Goldstein at Hydroconsult Engineers received a call from someone at UCSF
regarding the Warriors EIR.  See name and phone number below.  How should Beth
proceed?


Thanks,
Joyce
 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
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San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:FW: call Paul Franke at UCSF


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 14:47:43 -0500 (CDT)
From:Beth Goldstein <bgoldstein@hydroce.com>


To:joyce@orionenvironment.com
CC:Mary McDonald <marym@hydroce.com>


Ummm, this seems odd—how should I proceed??
 


From: Erin McLachlan [mailto:erinmsmail@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 4:00 PM
To: 'Beth Goldstein'
Subject: call Paul Franke at UCSF
 
Commentor on the Warriors EIR.  415-514-9209
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From: Lee, Raymond (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Bridges, George (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW Attachment to Memo
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 2:59:35 PM
Attachments: SBE Summary.2015.05.11.xls


Hi Catherine,
 
Attached is the consultant summary and the following is proposed modification to the SBE section
(see highlight):
 
As required under the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement, the GSW shall comply
with the OCII’s Nondiscrimination in Contracts, Minimum Compensation and Health Care
Accountability policies and has 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 GSW identified approximately 40 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. 
 
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 mid- to late this year. To date the GSW have
shortlisted, obtained proposals, and interviewed about 80% of the disciplines needed for this
project, with efforts continuing.  The GSW have awarded 34 of the disciplines thus far,
approximately 50% of which is going to SBEs. For informational purposes, GSW projects
approximately 30% minority-owned business participation and 23% women-owned business
participation, reflecting the diversity of the City and County of San Francisco in its team.  Exhibit FF
provides a list of the proposed team. 
 
During the construction phase of this project, the GSW have expressed their 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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Committments


			Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use Development


			Preliminary Consultant Summary


			May 11, 2015


															SBE Goal			SBE						For Informational Purposes Only


						Discipline			Consultant Names			Fees			Credit			Participation			SBE - SF			MBE			Ethnicity*			WBE


						AOR (Arena)			KHA			6,144,937


						AOR (Office/Retail)			KHA/ MEI			3,252,450			3,252,450			1,144,500			1,144,500			1,144,500			Asian Pac			1,144,500


						Arena Design Architect			Manica			6,600,000


						Arena Interiors			RichyWorks/ YamaMar			1,019,142			1,019,142			356,700			356,700			356,700			Asian Pac			356,700


						Market Hall			RichyWorks/TBD			640,858			640,858			224,300			224,300


						Geotechnical Engineering			Langan/Divis/ Divis			794,500			794,500			283,000			283,000


						Environmental Engineering			Langan/ Albion			473,500			473,500			166,310			166,310


						Survey			Martin Ron			37,500			37,500			37,500			37,500


						Accessibility			Ed Roether (SBE status to be determined)			83,500			- 0			- 0


						Broadcast/Access Control/Video Surveillance/Teledata/Structural Cabling/AV/Acoustics (Arena) + Acoustics/IT/Structured Cabling (Office/Retail)			WJHW / SFMI			963,221			963,221			429,860			429,860


						Acoustical/Audio-Visual/Lighting (Arena Theater)			Theatre Project Consultants			63,100


						BMS (All Buildings)			SSR			190,975


						Building Enclosure - Curtain Wall			Walter P. Moore/ McClintock Façade Consulting			601,000			601,000			210,350			210,350									210,350


						Building Enclosure - Waterproofing			Walter P. Moore			230,000


						Civil Engineering			BKF/ Telamon			460,500			460,500			161,175			161,175			161,175			Asian Pac			161,175


						Code Consultant			Howe Engineers			161,000			161,000			161,000


						Fire, Life Safety, and CFD Analysis (All Buildings)			Howe Engineers			126,840			126,840			126,840


						Environmental/Branding Graphic Design & Code/Wayfinding			Infinite Scale			466,242			466,242			466,242


						Design Architect (Office/Retail)			Pfau Long/ AE3			1,654,080			1,654,080			578,928			578,928			578,928			African American


						Food Service/Kitchen Equipment Design/Waste Management			SDI			181,350


						Landscape Architect			SWA/ Merrill Morris			890,000			890,000			311,500			311,500									311,500


						LEED Commissioning Agent			TBD/ SBE TBD			511,000			511,000			178,850


						Lighting Design (Arena/Site)			Sean O'Connor Lighting			291,500


						Lighting Design (Office/Retail)			Pritchard Peck			225,000			225,000			225,000			225,000									225,000


						MEP Engineering (Fire Protection/Fuel Oil/CA support for M+P)			SSR/ SJ Engineers			2,407,964			2,407,964			844,850			844,850			844,850			Asian Pac


						MEP Engineering (Fire Alarm/CA support for Electrical)			SSR / Meyers+ Engineers			1,215,000			1,215,000			624,099			624,099


						Parking Design/Parking Controls			Walter P. Moore			149,750


						Pedestrian/Vehicular Legion Modeling			Momentum Transport Planning			95,775


						Structural Engineeering (Arena/Parking/Plaza)			MKA			3,115,000


						Structural Engineering (Office/Retail)			MKA/ OLMM			990,000			990,000			346,500			346,500			346,500			Southeast Asian


						Sustainability			SSR/ EBS			621,104			621,104			254,085


						Vertical Transportation (All Buildings)			Persohn Hahn			57,332


						Wind Engineering			RWDI			100,000


						Building Maintenance (All Buildings)			C.S. Caulkins			161,100			161,100			161,100


						Design Consultant			Snohetta			1,000,000


						Net Totals						35,975,220			17,672,001			7,292,689			5,944,572			3,432,653						2,409,225


						Percent of Total Fees									49.1%			20.3%			16.5%			9.5%						6.7%


						GROUP 2: TO BE AWARDED Q2 - Q4 2015


						Architectural Model Making			TBD			200,000			200,000			200,000


						Architectural Rendering Production			TBD			150,000			150,000			150,000


						Graphic Reproduction			TBD			100,000			100,000			100,000


						Art Consultant			TBD			200,000			200,000			200,000


						MEP Peer Review			TBD			100,000			- 0			- 0


						Structural Peer Review			TBD			195,000			- 0			- 0


						Testing & Inspection			TBD			100,000			100,000			35,000


						Risk Assessment			TBD			90,000			- 0			- 0


						Est. Net Totals						1,135,000			750,000			685,000			TBD			TBD						TBD


						Est. Percent of Total Fees									66.1%			60.4%


						Est. Grand Total						37,110,220			18,422,001			7,977,689			5,944,572			3,432,653						2,409,225


						Est. Percent of Total Fees									49.6%			21.5%			16.0%			9.2%						6.5%


						*Please note: ethnicity and/or gender data were gathered from third-party sources and presented for informational purposes only.  Such data have not been verified.












 
Alternatively, the subject sentence could be updated as follows:
For informational purposes, GSW projects approximately 10% minority-owned business participation
and 7% women-owned business participation, reflecting the diversity of the City and County of San
Francisco in its team.
 
 


From: Lee, Raymond (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 11:55 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Attachment to Memo
 
George,
 
Before I send this to Catherine, can you review the Consultant Summary?
 
Thanks,
Ray








From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:39:50 AM


Attached:
- CORRECTED corrected variant site plan (note the new label for gatehouse height**)
- Variant west elevation


**Paul, we're using the max. height of the gatehouse's sloping roof for both CEQA site plans (proposed
Project and Variant). Our concurrent submittal of design documentation to OCII measures avg. height
according to the D4D (vs. taking a conservative max) and therefore lists different gatehouse heights. To
prevent any confusion between the documents, we suggest you insert an explanatory footnote to
address the difference in methodologies.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 7:54 AM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; 'Clarke Miller'
Cc: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)';
'Murphy, Mary G.'; 'Joyce'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


See attached for corrected variant site plan. Elevation forthcoming.
Kate


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:06 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.
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Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project
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d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.


2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.


4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:
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a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).


3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108


415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>
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To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,


Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels


2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com





Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>
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From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: call Paul Franke at UCSF
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 2:47:35 PM


I can call his boss, Lori Y, within the hour and follow up if it's of a more technical
nature.  


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


On May 12, 2015, at 2:27 PM, Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hi Adam and Catherine,
Do one of you want to return his call or should I? (Someone should probably get back
to him today.)
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 2:01 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Beth Goldstein
Subject: Fwd: FW: call Paul Franke at UCSF
 
Hi Chris,
Beth Goldstein at Hydroconsult Engineers received a call from someone at UCSF
regarding the Warriors EIR.  See name and phone number below.  How should Beth
proceed?


Thanks,
Joyce
 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
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San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:FW: call Paul Franke at UCSF


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 14:47:43 -0500 (CDT)
From:Beth Goldstein <bgoldstein@hydroce.com>


To:joyce@orionenvironment.com
CC:Mary McDonald <marym@hydroce.com>


Ummm, this seems odd—how should I proceed??
 


From: Erin McLachlan [mailto:erinmsmail@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 4:00 PM
To: 'Beth Goldstein'
Subject: call Paul Franke at UCSF
 
Commentor on the Warriors EIR.  415-514-9209
 
 



mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:bgoldstein@hydroce.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:marym@hydroce.com

mailto:erinmsmail@gmail.com






From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: Proofing CAC Agenda
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:53:00 AM
Attachments: May 14, 2015 MBCAC Agenda.docx


Adam – since I did such an “amazing” job with notifications on the GSW project last week, could you
please take a look at the agenda item for the GSW update and make sure I have everything correct? 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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1. Introductions and Announcements – 5 minutes





2. Action Item:  Presentation on the Schematic Designs Concepts for the Westside Office Buildings and 3rd Street Public Plaza for the Golden State Warriors Project – Golden State Warriors Design Team – 75 minutes





Description of Item: Presentation by the Golden State Warriors design team on the schematic design concepts for the westside office buildings and public plaza area facing 3rd Street (Blocks 29-32).  The schematic designs will build upon the designs discussed during the Major Phase in fall of 2014.  





3. Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) Update  - 10 minutes


· Golden State Warriors Project (Blocks 29-32) – Monthly OCII staff update on project - will not include the project sponsor nor any design presentation.  Please note key upcoming dates for the project are:


· 5/19/15 OCII Commission: Presentation on Schematic Designs and Event Management Plan - we have decided to combine the entire site into one workshop, so there will be NO presentation on 6/2/15.


· 5/28/15 Planning Commission: Presentation on Schematic Designs


· 6/3/15 (estimated): Release of the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR)


· 6/30/15 OCII Commission:  Hearing on the Draft SEIR





4. [bookmark: _GoBack]Mission Bay Development Group (MBDG) Update – 10 minutes





5. Chair Update - 5 minutes





6. Public Comment (Persons wishing to address the members on non-agenda, but CAC related matters) – 5 minutes





Thursday, May 14, 2015 - 5:00 PM





Mission Creek Senior Community – Creek Room


225 Berry Street








AGENDA


Please see attached map for location of projects











MISSION BAY


CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE





MEMBERS





Corinne Woods, 


  Chair





Kevin Simons,


  Vice-Chair





Kevin Beauchamp


Sarah Davis


Dan Deibel


Donna Dell’Era


Alfonso Felder


Michael D. Freeman


Tom Hart


Andrea Jones


Toby Levine 


JoAnn Locke


Dick Millet	


Jennifer Pratt Mead


Catherine Sharpe


Milena Elperin






















































































	


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





Room Directions: Please note that we meet in the Creek Room at Mission Creek Senior Community, 225 Berry Street at 4th Street.  The entrance to the room is off the promenade along the creek, at the back of the building, near the library. Parking is limited to on-street parking, so we strongly encourage that you walk, bike, or use transit (the closest transit is the N-Judah or K/T-Third to 4th and King)



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


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)


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


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
















From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 7:55:28 AM
Attachments: 2015.05.13_CEQA Variant Site Plan_Revised.pdf


See attached for corrected variant site plan. Elevation forthcoming.
Kate


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:06 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.


Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
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______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project


d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.


2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.


4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser







Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).
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3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108


415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,


Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels
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2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
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Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Quick Edit
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 10:50:29 AM
Attachments: image001.png
Importance: High


Re: your memo: the image you’d labeled as “South St. Tower Retail” (the rendering you added back


in) actually shows 16th St. Tower Retail. I am calling it “Exhibit Q: Main Plaza: View to 16th St.
Tower Retail” in the exhibits
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:16:36 PM


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.


Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
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able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project


d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.


2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.


4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
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Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).


3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108


415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>
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-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,


Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels


2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
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Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35:24 PM
Attachments: image002.png


Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency’s sake. They’ll be
able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project


d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You’re correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project’s Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I’d
guess the northeast stairs are 20’ and the southeast stairs are 25’. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.
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2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.


4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I’ll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project
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e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).


3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108


415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
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<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,


Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels


2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I’m told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward them as soon as we get them.


We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I’ll pass along an update as
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soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:43:02 PM
Attachments: image002.png


Paul et al.,
 
Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects
photo-shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA
site plan. The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our
NOP site plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences
between the two are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square
footages or other analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.
 
Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design
onto the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency’s sake.
They’ll be able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope
that helps tie things up.
 
As to your other questions:


1.        
a.      See above, no change intended
b.       See above, no change intended
c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project
d.       See above, no change intended
e.      You’re correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made


that move is on a plane right now but I will track down the difference for you
asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event
equipment like a basketball court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink
as the proposed Project’s Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper
Plaza dimensions, I’d guess the northeast stairs are 20’ and the southeast
stairs are 25’. I will have our architects confirm this as well.
 


2.       Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed
Project and the Variant.
 


3.       Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage.
Jose has suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the
current design intent. There would be no change to proposed loading count.
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4.       We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I’ll have our architects hop on that
right away and see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


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


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:
 


1.        Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number
of other changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan
(i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event
center does not extend as far south as the proposed project


b.       For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend
slightly further out towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light
blue (e.g., the atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass
covering.  Are these areas different than what you are proposing for the
proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.       For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains
different features compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2
feet higher) than the gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate
the square footage in size of the gatehouse for Variant vs. the proposed
project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be
paved.  So to confirm, will there be any subsurface infrastructure to
accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location, or to be converted
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to a basketball court, etc. for special events?
g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from


the Main Lower Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.       Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the
Variant are identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1). 


3.       Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.       Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in
the EIR Project Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000
From:Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com) <kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett
(CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com) <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine
Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org) <Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,
 
Here is a link
(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested


for the site plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
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Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon
for the two scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara
variant. I’m told that the results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site
wind exceedance drops below the existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we
should discuss whether the results from the base project with mitigations are intended
to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The
charts will cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with
wind screens, canopies, etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward
them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the
vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I
have a call with them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early
results. I’ll pass along an update as soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
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Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind
data ASAP. As of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the
schedule I sent last week. If ESA receives the needed information by COB tomorrow,
they will complete the variant chapter for review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that
will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)
Subject: Request for Hardcopy of EIR
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:58:50 PM


I received a request to be mailed a hard copy of the EIR.  Could you please make sure that we send a
hard copy to:
 
Marvis Phillips
Alliance for a Better District 6
Land Use Chair
230 Eddy Street #1206
San Francisco, CA 94102-6526
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:50:21 PM


Joyce and I are both available at 11:00 a.m.; let me know if you want me to send out an invitiation.
 
-Paul
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:36 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Paul Mitchell; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam
(ECN); Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Tomorrow at 11:00 works for me if that’s a better time for others.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:33 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
I’m booked until 11am tomorrow, but if Kate and Mary are available at 9am, I can be sure they’re
up-to-speed on these items prior to the call so you can proceed at 9am.
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:31 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam
(ECN); Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Hi all,
We’d like to schedule a call ASAP to discuss where we’re at on the variant and on the new wind data
for both the project and the variant. We also need to discuss the schedule for reviewing and
certifying the admin record per the AB900 requirements.
 
Please let me know if you’re available at 9:00 tomorrow morning.
Thanks
 
Chris Kern
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Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:
 


1.        Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number
of other changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan
(i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event
center does not extend as far south as the proposed project


b.       For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend
slightly further out towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light
blue (e.g., the atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass
covering.  Are these areas different than what you are proposing for the
proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.       For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains
different features compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2
feet higher) than the gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate
the square footage in size of the gatehouse for Variant vs. the proposed
project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be
paved.  So to confirm, will there be any subsurface infrastructure to
accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location, or to be converted
to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from
the Main Lower Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.       Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the
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Variant are identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1). 


3.       Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.       Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in
the EIR Project Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000
From:Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com) <kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett
(CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com) <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine
Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org) <Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


 


Team,
 
Here is a link
(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested


for the site plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon
for the two scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara
variant. I’m told that the results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site
wind exceedance drops below the existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we
should discuss whether the results from the base project with mitigations are intended
to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?
 
Thanks,
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Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The
charts will cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with
wind screens, canopies, etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward
them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the
vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I
have a call with them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early
results. I’ll pass along an update as soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
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Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind
data ASAP. As of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the
schedule I sent last week. If ESA receives the needed information by COB tomorrow,
they will complete the variant chapter for review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that
will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);


Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:33:23 PM


I’m booked until 11am tomorrow, but if Kate and Mary are available at 9am, I can be sure they’re
up-to-speed on these items prior to the call so you can proceed at 9am.
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:31 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam
(ECN); Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Hi all,
We’d like to schedule a call ASAP to discuss where we’re at on the variant and on the new wind data
for both the project and the variant. We also need to discuss the schedule for reviewing and
certifying the admin record per the AB900 requirements.
 
Please let me know if you’re available at 9:00 tomorrow morning.
Thanks
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:
 


1.        Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number
of other changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan
(i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event
center does not extend as far south as the proposed project
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b. For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend
slightly further out towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light
blue (e.g., the atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass
covering.  Are these areas different than what you are proposing for the
proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.       For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains
different features compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2
feet higher) than the gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate
the square footage in size of the gatehouse for Variant vs. the proposed
project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be
paved.  So to confirm, will there be any subsurface infrastructure to
accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location, or to be converted
to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from
the Main Lower Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.       Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the
Variant are identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1). 


3.       Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.       Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in
the EIR Project Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000
From:Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com) <kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett
(CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy



mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org





(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com) <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine
Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org) <Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,
 
Here is a link
(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested


for the site plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon
for the two scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara
variant. I’m told that the results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site
wind exceedance drops below the existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we
should discuss whether the results from the base project with mitigations are intended
to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The
charts will cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with
wind screens, canopies, etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward
them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the
vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
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From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I
have a call with them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early
results. I’ll pass along an update as soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind
data ASAP. As of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the
schedule I sent last week. If ESA receives the needed information by COB tomorrow,
they will complete the variant chapter for review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that
will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: Review Call Today
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 9:26:55 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Catherine –
 
Do you have time today to hop on the phone with myself and Clarke and


1)       Go through our completed packages for mailing on Wed and
2)       Review a few of your and Pedro’s comments for the full BC/SD packages?


 
After 2:45pm is best on my end. Let us know if you have some daylight.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Wong, Diane C.
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bohee, Tiffany (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Yamauchi, Lori;


Beauchamp, Kevin
Subject: UCSF Comments on Warriors ADEIR 2 screencheck
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 6:44:22 PM
Attachments: UCSF Comments_Warriors ADEIR2_5-13-15.pdf


Tiffany and Brett,
 
Attached is UCSF’s comment letter on the Warriors’ Arena ADEIR 2.  We appreciate the opportunity
to review the document.  Please let me know if you have any questions about our comments.
 
We will provide you with comments on the Transportation chapter by 5/19, as you requested.
 
Diane 
 
Diane Wong
Principal Planner / Environmental Coordinator
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
(415) 502-5952
diane.wong@ucsf.edu
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DATE:    May 13, 2015 



 



TO:    Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, Office of Community Investment &  



Infrastructure; c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department 



 



FROM:   Lori Yamauchi, Associate Vice Chancellor, UCSF Campus Planning 



 



RE:  Comments on Administrative Draft EIR 2 (Screencheck) 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 2 (ADEIR 2) 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 comments to date.  Given the limited amount of time to 



review ADEIR 2, which includes new information, our review is not as comprehensive 



as we would have liked.  As such, we may comment on the Draft EIR when it is 



released for public review, should we discover issues important to UCSF that are not 



adequately addressed.  As we have stated in prior correspondence, we remain 



concerned about the magnitude of impacts on not only UCSF and our hospitals, but on 



surrounding neighborhoods as well.   



 



Because the transportation chapter was provided to us only recently, we will provide 



comments at a later date in accordance with your review schedule.  The Alternatives 



chapter was not provided to us, so we have not reviewed that analysis, nor has the 



analysis of the Third Street Plaza Variant. 



 



Issues of greatest concern in this ADEIR 2 include: 



 



 the absence of an analysis regarding aesthetics, which UCSF needs in order to 



support its potential action to release the view easement 



 



 the absence of mitigation measures to deal with the significant and 



unavoidable impact on UCSF housing due to crowd noise 
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Comments on Administrative Draft EIR 2 



 



Note:  Page numbers cited refer to the redline version of ADEIR 2. 



 



General 



 



1. As we commented previously, the EIR must include an analysis of impacts on aesthetics in 



order for UCSF to rely on the Warriors’ EIR to support UCSF’s possible action to release the 



view easement.  Our understanding from the City is that this analysis would be included in 



the EIR, but to date it has not been included. 



 



Chapter 3: Project Description 



 



2. In 3.4.1, the following should be revised:  “Approximately 82 percent of the previously‐



approved 2.65 million‐square‐foot UCSF North Campus has been developed, including six 



research buildings, an academic/office building, a campus community center, and a 



university housing development.” 



 



3. In 3.6.1., page 3‐20, states that the gatehouse building would house elevators and escalators 



to the parking on the lower floors.  What happens to these uses in the Variant?   



 



4. Under the Variant, the elevated plaza would be at‐grade.  Does this mean the underground 



parking would be at a lower elevation, requiring more excavation than the Project?  



 



5. In 3.6.2., page 3‐48, regarding discussion of Muni Special Event Transit Plan and Expanded 



Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program:  who is funding the expanded service – the Warriors or 



the City? 



 



6. On page, 3‐50, the Proposed Event Center Site Management Practices need to be enforceable 



conditions of the Warriors’ project approvals. 



 



7. On page 3‐54, contractor compliance with all codes, rules and regulations may not be 



enough to ensure that tower cranes do not interfere with helicopter flight paths. 



 



Chapter 5.1.  Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 



 



8. In 5.1.2., end of second paragraph should be revised as follows:  “For example, the baseline 



conditions for the project setting assumes the operation of Phase 1 of the Medical Center at 



Mission Bay, which opened on February 1, 2015.” 



 



9. In 5.1.5., the section describing the UCSF 2014 LRDP should be revised as follows: 



 



University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan 



(LRDP), Mission Bay Campus. UCSF recently updated its LRDP to guide future campus 



growth and development over the next 20 years. The 2014 LRDP updates information that was 
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assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The existing 60.2‐acre UCSF Mission Bay campus site is 



located adjacent to Blocks 29‐32, generally bounded by Mission Bay Boulevard South to the 



north, Owens Street to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and Illinois and Third Streets to 



the east. Under the 2014 LRDP, the development capacity for the North Campus (see Figure 3‐



3, UCSF areas north of 16th Street) is proposed to increased from 2,650,000 to 3,641,800 gsf. The 



2014 LRDP proposes to would increase the square footage of the North Campus by 1,450,300 



gsf, which includes 458,500 gsf of existing remaining entitlement from the 1996 LRDP, plus 



991,800 gsf of new entitlement. On the South Campus (see Figure 3‐3, UCSF areas south of 16th 



Street and west of Third Street), construction of a 124,500170,000‐gsf cancer outpatient building 



is anticipated prior to 2035 by 2019, which will complete Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center 



at Mission Bay. This will bring the total space for Phase 1 to 993,500 gsf. Phase 2 facilities will 



be located on the west side of the South Campus, across the Fourth Street Public Plaza. Phase 2 



of the Medical Center at Mission Bay is planned for after 2035 as a 261‐bed hospital with 



additional outpatient space, totaling 793,500 gsf. Development of the East Campus (see Figure 



3‐3, UCSF areas east of Third Street) would accommodate 500,000 gsf. As a result, the total 



anticipated development through 2035 with the proposed expansion of the Mission Bay 



campus site (North, South, and East campuses) would be 5,928,800 gsf. The Board of Regents 



of the University of California certified the Final EIR on the UCSF LRDP in November 2014. 



 



Chapter 5.3  Noise and Vibration 



 



10. At page 5.3‐14, the proposed Warriors use appears to conflict with Policies 11.1 and 11.3 of 



the General Plan’s Environmental Protection Element.  The noise compatibility guidelines 



appear to be already exceeded and both the UCSF hospital and residential towers are noise 



sensitive uses. 



 



11. At page 5.3‐23, it states that construction noise would be similar in magnitude to existing 



noise levels along Third Street; please explain, as this is difficult to believe. 



 



12. At pages 5.3‐43‐44 regarding crowd noise, we appreciate your looking more closely into this 



issue as we requested, as the prior version (ADEIR 1A) concluded that the impact on UCSF 



housing occupants would be less than significant based on a brief qualitative analysis.  The 



current, more rigorous analysis concludes that the impact of crowd noise on occupants of 



Hearst Tower, one of the buildings of the UCSF Mission Bay housing complex, would be 



significant and unavoidable.  Given this new information, the significant and unavoidable 



conclusion, and the degree of crowd noise anticipated (“substantially increased” per ADEIR 



2), we are concerned about the frequency of this occurrence.  The ADEIR discussion 



indicates that the project sponsor, under the Good Neighbor Policy, would urge event 



patrons to be respectful when they leave events.  This seems inadequate in light of the 



impact.  Therefore, we urge the EIR authors to consider all feasible mitigation measures to 



limit the impacts and reduce the frequency of impacts.   



 



13. This section also states that the Hospital is 1000’ from the southbound Muni platform.  Using 



Google Earth, it appears that the distance is about 900’.  
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14. At page 5.3‐47, it is stated “Given that this measure would implement construction‐related 



noise control measures for a project that does not include pile‐driving, which was the 



principal activity and focus of the significant and unavoidable finding of the UCSF LRDP 



EIR, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project’s construction noise impact would 



be less than significant with mitigation.”  Why is the UCSF LRDP EIR mentioned here?  It 



seems out of place and unnecessary to the discussion.  Please delete the phrase in green. 



 



Chapter 5.4 Air Quality 



 



15. Because this chapter contains so many revisions, some seemingly contradictory with 



unresolved issues, we will review this chapter when the Draft EIR is published given current 



time constraints. 



  



16.  At page 5.4‐43, it is unclear how the document can conclude that “project operational 



emissions reflect a reduction in regional VMT‐related emissions due to relocation of all GSW 



basketball games from Oracle Arena.”  While VMT may go down if fewer people drive to 



Mission Bay than to the Oracle Arena, all the other events at the new arena cannot be 



evaluated in the same way and in the aggregate would seem to cause an increase in 



emissions. 



 



Chapter 5.6  Wind and Shadow 



 



17. In Section 5.6.5.3., the impact statement is inconsistent—text suggests impact is less than 



significant, but the conclusion states it is significant and unavoidable. 



 



18. On page 5.6‐14, last full paragraph in the middle, “cannot” should be “can.” 



 



Chapter 5.7  Utilities and Service Systems 



 



19. On page 5.7‐5, please note that the Mission Bay SEIR concluded that the effects of Mission 



Bay development on wastewater collection and treatment facilities and storm drainage 



facilities would be Less than Significant with mitigation. 



 



20. At page 5.7‐13, the text refers to the “addition of all 4 million square feet” of new 



development by UCSF adopted in the LRDP EIR.  This is a bit misleading.  The only 



unanticipated development, other than the Warriors’ arena, is UCSF’s 1 million gsf of 



additional entitlement on the North Campus.  Other planned development, including the 



remaining development under the 2.65 million gsf on the North Campus, the Phase 2 of the 



Medical Center at Mission Bay, and development of Blocks 33/34, were previously 



anticipated. 
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21. Page 5.7‐13, we do not plan to comment at this time on the flow amounts, as we understand 



that the issue is still being studied and these numbers will be revised.  We will review the 



figures when the Draft EIR is published. 



 



Appendix HYD Combined Sewer Impacts Analysis Technical Memorandum 



 



22. In Section 2:  “The project scenario adds the DWF from the arena only and the cumulative scenario 
adds the project DWF plus DWF from reasonably foreseeable projects in the basin.”    



 



 The UCSF projects listed in the “Cumulative” scenario “Attachment 1” should be 



consistent with the UCSF projects identified elsewhere in the EIR. 



 



 There is significant residential growth in “Basin B” that is occurring.   However, it seems 



to be reflected in the appendix Cumulative table as zero growth. 



 



23. In Section 2:  “All DWF from the proposed GSW arena is assumed to flow to the Mariposa pump 
station (MPS), therefore Mariposa is the only basin analyzed.” 



 



 The original Mission Bay drainage plan had half the GSW arena site flowing to the pump 



station at P15 – half to Mariposa Pump station.  While the assumption is conservative in 



 analyzing impacts in regards to the Mariposa Pump station – it omits any impact 



analysis at the pump station at P15.  The Appendix is inconsistent with the text in the 



Hydrology chapter Page 5.9‐30. “Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts”. 



 



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: Wong, Diane C.
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bohee, Tiffany (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Yamauchi, Lori;


Beauchamp, Kevin
Subject: UCSF Comments on Warriors ADEIR 2 screencheck
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 6:44:21 PM
Attachments: UCSF Comments_Warriors ADEIR2_5-13-15.pdf


Tiffany and Brett,
 
Attached is UCSF’s comment letter on the Warriors’ Arena ADEIR 2.  We appreciate the opportunity
to review the document.  Please let me know if you have any questions about our comments.
 
We will provide you with comments on the Transportation chapter by 5/19, as you requested.
 
Diane 
 
Diane Wong
Principal Planner / Environmental Coordinator
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
(415) 502-5952
diane.wong@ucsf.edu
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Associate Vice Chancellor 



654 Minnesota Street 
2nd Floor, Box 0286 
San Francisco, CA 94143-0286 



Tel: (415) 476-2911 
Fax: (415) 476-9478 



 



 



DATE:    May 13, 2015 



 



TO:    Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, Office of Community Investment &  



Infrastructure; c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department 



 



FROM:   Lori Yamauchi, Associate Vice Chancellor, UCSF Campus Planning 



 



RE:  Comments on Administrative Draft EIR 2 (Screencheck) 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 2 (ADEIR 2) 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 comments to date.  Given the limited amount of time to 



review ADEIR 2, which includes new information, our review is not as comprehensive 



as we would have liked.  As such, we may comment on the Draft EIR when it is 



released for public review, should we discover issues important to UCSF that are not 



adequately addressed.  As we have stated in prior correspondence, we remain 



concerned about the magnitude of impacts on not only UCSF and our hospitals, but on 



surrounding neighborhoods as well.   



 



Because the transportation chapter was provided to us only recently, we will provide 



comments at a later date in accordance with your review schedule.  The Alternatives 



chapter was not provided to us, so we have not reviewed that analysis, nor has the 



analysis of the Third Street Plaza Variant. 



 



Issues of greatest concern in this ADEIR 2 include: 



 



 the absence of an analysis regarding aesthetics, which UCSF needs in order to 



support its potential action to release the view easement 



 



 the absence of mitigation measures to deal with the significant and 



unavoidable impact on UCSF housing due to crowd noise 
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Comments on Administrative Draft EIR 2 



 



Note:  Page numbers cited refer to the redline version of ADEIR 2. 



 



General 



 



1. As we commented previously, the EIR must include an analysis of impacts on aesthetics in 



order for UCSF to rely on the Warriors’ EIR to support UCSF’s possible action to release the 



view easement.  Our understanding from the City is that this analysis would be included in 



the EIR, but to date it has not been included. 



 



Chapter 3: Project Description 



 



2. In 3.4.1, the following should be revised:  “Approximately 82 percent of the previously‐



approved 2.65 million‐square‐foot UCSF North Campus has been developed, including six 



research buildings, an academic/office building, a campus community center, and a 



university housing development.” 



 



3. In 3.6.1., page 3‐20, states that the gatehouse building would house elevators and escalators 



to the parking on the lower floors.  What happens to these uses in the Variant?   



 



4. Under the Variant, the elevated plaza would be at‐grade.  Does this mean the underground 



parking would be at a lower elevation, requiring more excavation than the Project?  



 



5. In 3.6.2., page 3‐48, regarding discussion of Muni Special Event Transit Plan and Expanded 



Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program:  who is funding the expanded service – the Warriors or 



the City? 



 



6. On page, 3‐50, the Proposed Event Center Site Management Practices need to be enforceable 



conditions of the Warriors’ project approvals. 



 



7. On page 3‐54, contractor compliance with all codes, rules and regulations may not be 



enough to ensure that tower cranes do not interfere with helicopter flight paths. 



 



Chapter 5.1.  Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 



 



8. In 5.1.2., end of second paragraph should be revised as follows:  “For example, the baseline 



conditions for the project setting assumes the operation of Phase 1 of the Medical Center at 



Mission Bay, which opened on February 1, 2015.” 



 



9. In 5.1.5., the section describing the UCSF 2014 LRDP should be revised as follows: 



 



University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan 



(LRDP), Mission Bay Campus. UCSF recently updated its LRDP to guide future campus 



growth and development over the next 20 years. The 2014 LRDP updates information that was 
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assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The existing 60.2‐acre UCSF Mission Bay campus site is 



located adjacent to Blocks 29‐32, generally bounded by Mission Bay Boulevard South to the 



north, Owens Street to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and Illinois and Third Streets to 



the east. Under the 2014 LRDP, the development capacity for the North Campus (see Figure 3‐



3, UCSF areas north of 16th Street) is proposed to increased from 2,650,000 to 3,641,800 gsf. The 



2014 LRDP proposes to would increase the square footage of the North Campus by 1,450,300 



gsf, which includes 458,500 gsf of existing remaining entitlement from the 1996 LRDP, plus 



991,800 gsf of new entitlement. On the South Campus (see Figure 3‐3, UCSF areas south of 16th 



Street and west of Third Street), construction of a 124,500170,000‐gsf cancer outpatient building 



is anticipated prior to 2035 by 2019, which will complete Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center 



at Mission Bay. This will bring the total space for Phase 1 to 993,500 gsf. Phase 2 facilities will 



be located on the west side of the South Campus, across the Fourth Street Public Plaza. Phase 2 



of the Medical Center at Mission Bay is planned for after 2035 as a 261‐bed hospital with 



additional outpatient space, totaling 793,500 gsf. Development of the East Campus (see Figure 



3‐3, UCSF areas east of Third Street) would accommodate 500,000 gsf. As a result, the total 



anticipated development through 2035 with the proposed expansion of the Mission Bay 



campus site (North, South, and East campuses) would be 5,928,800 gsf. The Board of Regents 



of the University of California certified the Final EIR on the UCSF LRDP in November 2014. 



 



Chapter 5.3  Noise and Vibration 



 



10. At page 5.3‐14, the proposed Warriors use appears to conflict with Policies 11.1 and 11.3 of 



the General Plan’s Environmental Protection Element.  The noise compatibility guidelines 



appear to be already exceeded and both the UCSF hospital and residential towers are noise 



sensitive uses. 



 



11. At page 5.3‐23, it states that construction noise would be similar in magnitude to existing 



noise levels along Third Street; please explain, as this is difficult to believe. 



 



12. At pages 5.3‐43‐44 regarding crowd noise, we appreciate your looking more closely into this 



issue as we requested, as the prior version (ADEIR 1A) concluded that the impact on UCSF 



housing occupants would be less than significant based on a brief qualitative analysis.  The 



current, more rigorous analysis concludes that the impact of crowd noise on occupants of 



Hearst Tower, one of the buildings of the UCSF Mission Bay housing complex, would be 



significant and unavoidable.  Given this new information, the significant and unavoidable 



conclusion, and the degree of crowd noise anticipated (“substantially increased” per ADEIR 



2), we are concerned about the frequency of this occurrence.  The ADEIR discussion 



indicates that the project sponsor, under the Good Neighbor Policy, would urge event 



patrons to be respectful when they leave events.  This seems inadequate in light of the 



impact.  Therefore, we urge the EIR authors to consider all feasible mitigation measures to 



limit the impacts and reduce the frequency of impacts.   



 



13. This section also states that the Hospital is 1000’ from the southbound Muni platform.  Using 



Google Earth, it appears that the distance is about 900’.  
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14. At page 5.3‐47, it is stated “Given that this measure would implement construction‐related 



noise control measures for a project that does not include pile‐driving, which was the 



principal activity and focus of the significant and unavoidable finding of the UCSF LRDP 



EIR, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project’s construction noise impact would 



be less than significant with mitigation.”  Why is the UCSF LRDP EIR mentioned here?  It 



seems out of place and unnecessary to the discussion.  Please delete the phrase in green. 



 



Chapter 5.4 Air Quality 



 



15. Because this chapter contains so many revisions, some seemingly contradictory with 



unresolved issues, we will review this chapter when the Draft EIR is published given current 



time constraints. 



  



16.  At page 5.4‐43, it is unclear how the document can conclude that “project operational 



emissions reflect a reduction in regional VMT‐related emissions due to relocation of all GSW 



basketball games from Oracle Arena.”  While VMT may go down if fewer people drive to 



Mission Bay than to the Oracle Arena, all the other events at the new arena cannot be 



evaluated in the same way and in the aggregate would seem to cause an increase in 



emissions. 



 



Chapter 5.6  Wind and Shadow 



 



17. In Section 5.6.5.3., the impact statement is inconsistent—text suggests impact is less than 



significant, but the conclusion states it is significant and unavoidable. 



 



18. On page 5.6‐14, last full paragraph in the middle, “cannot” should be “can.” 



 



Chapter 5.7  Utilities and Service Systems 



 



19. On page 5.7‐5, please note that the Mission Bay SEIR concluded that the effects of Mission 



Bay development on wastewater collection and treatment facilities and storm drainage 



facilities would be Less than Significant with mitigation. 



 



20. At page 5.7‐13, the text refers to the “addition of all 4 million square feet” of new 



development by UCSF adopted in the LRDP EIR.  This is a bit misleading.  The only 



unanticipated development, other than the Warriors’ arena, is UCSF’s 1 million gsf of 



additional entitlement on the North Campus.  Other planned development, including the 



remaining development under the 2.65 million gsf on the North Campus, the Phase 2 of the 



Medical Center at Mission Bay, and development of Blocks 33/34, were previously 



anticipated. 
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21. Page 5.7‐13, we do not plan to comment at this time on the flow amounts, as we understand 



that the issue is still being studied and these numbers will be revised.  We will review the 



figures when the Draft EIR is published. 



 



Appendix HYD Combined Sewer Impacts Analysis Technical Memorandum 



 



22. In Section 2:  “The project scenario adds the DWF from the arena only and the cumulative scenario 
adds the project DWF plus DWF from reasonably foreseeable projects in the basin.”    



 



 The UCSF projects listed in the “Cumulative” scenario “Attachment 1” should be 



consistent with the UCSF projects identified elsewhere in the EIR. 



 



 There is significant residential growth in “Basin B” that is occurring.   However, it seems 



to be reflected in the appendix Cumulative table as zero growth. 



 



23. In Section 2:  “All DWF from the proposed GSW arena is assumed to flow to the Mariposa pump 
station (MPS), therefore Mariposa is the only basin analyzed.” 



 



 The original Mission Bay drainage plan had half the GSW arena site flowing to the pump 



station at P15 – half to Mariposa Pump station.  While the assumption is conservative in 



 analyzing impacts in regards to the Mariposa Pump station – it omits any impact 



analysis at the pump station at P15.  The Appendix is inconsistent with the text in the 



Hydrology chapter Page 5.9‐30. “Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts”. 



 



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: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Proofing CAC Agenda
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:16:08 AM
Attachments: May 14 2015 MBCAC Agenda.docx


Looks good.  What’s the action item?  Will the CAC be asked to approve?  I made one suggested
word change on the EIR public hearing. 


Adam
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:54 AM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: Proofing CAC Agenda
 
Adam – since I did such an “amazing” job with notifications on the GSW project last week, could you
please take a look at the agenda item for the GSW update and make sure I have everything correct? 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=91BA72A308BD41818E967887DA0E43A7-ADAM VAN DE WATER_B65779439D

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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1. Introductions and Announcements – 5 minutes





2. Action Item:  Presentation on the Schematic Designs Concepts for the Westside Office Buildings and 3rd Street Public Plaza for the Golden State Warriors Project – Golden State Warriors Design Team – 75 minutes





Description of Item: Presentation by the Golden State Warriors design team on the schematic design concepts for the westside office buildings and public plaza area facing 3rd Street (Blocks 29-32).  The schematic designs will build upon the designs discussed during the Major Phase in fall of 2014.  





3. Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) Update  - 10 minutes


· Golden State Warriors Project (Blocks 29-32) – Monthly OCII staff update on project - will not include the project sponsor nor any design presentation.  Please note key upcoming dates for the project are:


· 5/19/15 OCII Commission: Presentation on Schematic Designs and Event Management Plan - we have decided to combine the entire site into one workshop, so there will be NO presentation on 6/2/15.


· 5/28/15 Planning Commission: Presentation on Schematic Designs


· 6/3/15 (estimated): Release of the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR)


· 6/30/15 OCII Commission:  Hearing on the Draft SEIR Public Hearing





4. Mission Bay Development Group (MBDG) Update – 10 minutes





5. Chair Update - 5 minutes





6. Public Comment (Persons wishing to address the members on non-agenda, but CAC related matters) – 5 minutes





Thursday, May 14, 2015 - 5:00 PM





Mission Creek Senior Community – Creek Room


225 Berry Street








AGENDA


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





Room Directions: Please note that we meet in the Creek Room at Mission Creek Senior Community, 225 Berry Street at 4th Street.  The entrance to the room is off the promenade along the creek, at the back of the building, near the library. Parking is limited to on-street parking, so we strongly encourage that you walk, bike, or use transit (the closest transit is the N-Judah or K/T-Third to 4th and King)



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


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)


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


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
















From: Clarke Miller
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy


(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:23:49 PM
Attachments: 150512 RWDI Preliminary Results - VARA Plaza - 1401775.pdf


150512 RWDI Preliminary Mitigation Results - Warrior"s - 1401775.pdf


CEQA team,
 
Please see attached the preliminary results from the additional wind studies for the vara and for the
base project + mitigations. I’m admittedly not clear on whether the base project + mitigations study
will be incorporated into the DSEIR or if that’s better suited for OCII info purposes only, so I’d
recommend ESA prioritize the vara results for the time being.
 
RWDI is available for a call tomorrow if that’d be helpful for members of this group. Let me know a
time that works.
 
I believe this satisfies the outstanding info requests of GSW for the vara. If there’s anything
additional still required, please let us know as soon as possible.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 1:27 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)';
Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Team,
 
Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site


plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I’m told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the
existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the
base project with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a
recommendation?
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Speeds, Total Hours 
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  26 156 - 
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𝟏𝟎𝟒
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𝟏𝟎𝟒
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26 124 12 
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Mitigation 1 Four fins, 17’ high Five screens, 6’ high 
Porous canopy with 



porous vertical standoff 



 



  



 



Mitigation 2 - Five screens, 6’ high 
Porous canopy with 



porous vertical standoff 
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Mitigation 3 - - 
Porous canopy with 



porous vertical standoff 



 



  



 



Mitigation 4 - - 
Solid canopy with porous 



vertical standoff 
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Mitigation 5 - - Solid canopy 



 



  



 



Mitigation 6 - - Porous canopy 
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Wind Tunnel Study Model Figure No. 1a 
 



Existing  



 



Date:  April 23 , 2015 Warrior’s Arena – San Francisco, CA Project #1401775 



 



 



 











Wind Tunnel Study Model Figure No. 1b 
 



Existing + Project (with solid canopy, or “Mitigation 5” in Table 2) 



 



Date:  May 12 , 2015 Warrior’s Arena – San Francisco, CA Project #1401775 
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Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will
cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies,
etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I’ll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,



mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com





Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As
of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for
review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/






From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Review of AQ section
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 1:07:16 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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image003.png
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Hi Brett-
 
My comments on the AQ section are located here:
\\citypln-InfoVol\InfoDrive\Cases\2012\2012.0718 - Warriors Arena\DEIR\Screencheck\EP
Review\5-04_Air Quality_GSW MB ADSEIR2+JR.doc
 
I have also placed BAAQMD’s comments on Impact AQ-2 in the following folder, with my responses. 
Please note, I have already discussed these comments with Alison and she understands why we used
EMFAC 2011 and now understands that the offset payment prior to construction starting will offset
both construction and operational emissions.
 
\\citypln-InfoVol\InfoDrive\Cases\2012\2012.0718 - Warriors Arena\DEIR\Screencheck\EP
Review\April_29_15_Impact AQ-2_BAAQMD+JR Response.docx
 
Lastly, I have placed my comments on the AQ appendix in the following folder and these comments
were transmitted to ESA and ENVIRON earlier this AM:
\\citypln-InfoVol\InfoDrive\Cases\2012\2012.0718 - Warriors Arena\Air Quaility-GHG
 
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
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy


(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 1:26:48 PM


Team,
 
Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site


plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I’m told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the
existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the
base project with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a
recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will
cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies,
etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
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To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I’ll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As
of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for
review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Wong, Diane C.
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bohee, Tiffany (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Yamauchi, Lori;


Beauchamp, Kevin
Subject: UCSF Comments on Warriors ADEIR 2 screencheck
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 6:44:20 PM
Attachments: UCSF Comments_Warriors ADEIR2_5-13-15.pdf


Tiffany and Brett,
 
Attached is UCSF’s comment letter on the Warriors’ Arena ADEIR 2.  We appreciate the opportunity
to review the document.  Please let me know if you have any questions about our comments.
 
We will provide you with comments on the Transportation chapter by 5/19, as you requested.
 
Diane 
 
Diane Wong
Principal Planner / Environmental Coordinator
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
(415) 502-5952
diane.wong@ucsf.edu
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DATE:    May 13, 2015 



 



TO:    Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, Office of Community Investment &  



Infrastructure; c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department 



 



FROM:   Lori Yamauchi, Associate Vice Chancellor, UCSF Campus Planning 



 



RE:  Comments on Administrative Draft EIR 2 (Screencheck) 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 2 (ADEIR 2) 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 comments to date.  Given the limited amount of time to 



review ADEIR 2, which includes new information, our review is not as comprehensive 



as we would have liked.  As such, we may comment on the Draft EIR when it is 



released for public review, should we discover issues important to UCSF that are not 



adequately addressed.  As we have stated in prior correspondence, we remain 



concerned about the magnitude of impacts on not only UCSF and our hospitals, but on 



surrounding neighborhoods as well.   



 



Because the transportation chapter was provided to us only recently, we will provide 



comments at a later date in accordance with your review schedule.  The Alternatives 



chapter was not provided to us, so we have not reviewed that analysis, nor has the 



analysis of the Third Street Plaza Variant. 



 



Issues of greatest concern in this ADEIR 2 include: 



 



 the absence of an analysis regarding aesthetics, which UCSF needs in order to 



support its potential action to release the view easement 



 



 the absence of mitigation measures to deal with the significant and 



unavoidable impact on UCSF housing due to crowd noise 
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Comments on Administrative Draft EIR 2 



 



Note:  Page numbers cited refer to the redline version of ADEIR 2. 



 



General 



 



1. As we commented previously, the EIR must include an analysis of impacts on aesthetics in 



order for UCSF to rely on the Warriors’ EIR to support UCSF’s possible action to release the 



view easement.  Our understanding from the City is that this analysis would be included in 



the EIR, but to date it has not been included. 



 



Chapter 3: Project Description 



 



2. In 3.4.1, the following should be revised:  “Approximately 82 percent of the previously‐



approved 2.65 million‐square‐foot UCSF North Campus has been developed, including six 



research buildings, an academic/office building, a campus community center, and a 



university housing development.” 



 



3. In 3.6.1., page 3‐20, states that the gatehouse building would house elevators and escalators 



to the parking on the lower floors.  What happens to these uses in the Variant?   



 



4. Under the Variant, the elevated plaza would be at‐grade.  Does this mean the underground 



parking would be at a lower elevation, requiring more excavation than the Project?  



 



5. In 3.6.2., page 3‐48, regarding discussion of Muni Special Event Transit Plan and Expanded 



Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program:  who is funding the expanded service – the Warriors or 



the City? 



 



6. On page, 3‐50, the Proposed Event Center Site Management Practices need to be enforceable 



conditions of the Warriors’ project approvals. 



 



7. On page 3‐54, contractor compliance with all codes, rules and regulations may not be 



enough to ensure that tower cranes do not interfere with helicopter flight paths. 



 



Chapter 5.1.  Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 



 



8. In 5.1.2., end of second paragraph should be revised as follows:  “For example, the baseline 



conditions for the project setting assumes the operation of Phase 1 of the Medical Center at 



Mission Bay, which opened on February 1, 2015.” 



 



9. In 5.1.5., the section describing the UCSF 2014 LRDP should be revised as follows: 



 



University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan 



(LRDP), Mission Bay Campus. UCSF recently updated its LRDP to guide future campus 



growth and development over the next 20 years. The 2014 LRDP updates information that was 
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assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The existing 60.2‐acre UCSF Mission Bay campus site is 



located adjacent to Blocks 29‐32, generally bounded by Mission Bay Boulevard South to the 



north, Owens Street to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and Illinois and Third Streets to 



the east. Under the 2014 LRDP, the development capacity for the North Campus (see Figure 3‐



3, UCSF areas north of 16th Street) is proposed to increased from 2,650,000 to 3,641,800 gsf. The 



2014 LRDP proposes to would increase the square footage of the North Campus by 1,450,300 



gsf, which includes 458,500 gsf of existing remaining entitlement from the 1996 LRDP, plus 



991,800 gsf of new entitlement. On the South Campus (see Figure 3‐3, UCSF areas south of 16th 



Street and west of Third Street), construction of a 124,500170,000‐gsf cancer outpatient building 



is anticipated prior to 2035 by 2019, which will complete Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center 



at Mission Bay. This will bring the total space for Phase 1 to 993,500 gsf. Phase 2 facilities will 



be located on the west side of the South Campus, across the Fourth Street Public Plaza. Phase 2 



of the Medical Center at Mission Bay is planned for after 2035 as a 261‐bed hospital with 



additional outpatient space, totaling 793,500 gsf. Development of the East Campus (see Figure 



3‐3, UCSF areas east of Third Street) would accommodate 500,000 gsf. As a result, the total 



anticipated development through 2035 with the proposed expansion of the Mission Bay 



campus site (North, South, and East campuses) would be 5,928,800 gsf. The Board of Regents 



of the University of California certified the Final EIR on the UCSF LRDP in November 2014. 



 



Chapter 5.3  Noise and Vibration 



 



10. At page 5.3‐14, the proposed Warriors use appears to conflict with Policies 11.1 and 11.3 of 



the General Plan’s Environmental Protection Element.  The noise compatibility guidelines 



appear to be already exceeded and both the UCSF hospital and residential towers are noise 



sensitive uses. 



 



11. At page 5.3‐23, it states that construction noise would be similar in magnitude to existing 



noise levels along Third Street; please explain, as this is difficult to believe. 



 



12. At pages 5.3‐43‐44 regarding crowd noise, we appreciate your looking more closely into this 



issue as we requested, as the prior version (ADEIR 1A) concluded that the impact on UCSF 



housing occupants would be less than significant based on a brief qualitative analysis.  The 



current, more rigorous analysis concludes that the impact of crowd noise on occupants of 



Hearst Tower, one of the buildings of the UCSF Mission Bay housing complex, would be 



significant and unavoidable.  Given this new information, the significant and unavoidable 



conclusion, and the degree of crowd noise anticipated (“substantially increased” per ADEIR 



2), we are concerned about the frequency of this occurrence.  The ADEIR discussion 



indicates that the project sponsor, under the Good Neighbor Policy, would urge event 



patrons to be respectful when they leave events.  This seems inadequate in light of the 



impact.  Therefore, we urge the EIR authors to consider all feasible mitigation measures to 



limit the impacts and reduce the frequency of impacts.   



 



13. This section also states that the Hospital is 1000’ from the southbound Muni platform.  Using 



Google Earth, it appears that the distance is about 900’.  
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14. At page 5.3‐47, it is stated “Given that this measure would implement construction‐related 



noise control measures for a project that does not include pile‐driving, which was the 



principal activity and focus of the significant and unavoidable finding of the UCSF LRDP 



EIR, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project’s construction noise impact would 



be less than significant with mitigation.”  Why is the UCSF LRDP EIR mentioned here?  It 



seems out of place and unnecessary to the discussion.  Please delete the phrase in green. 



 



Chapter 5.4 Air Quality 



 



15. Because this chapter contains so many revisions, some seemingly contradictory with 



unresolved issues, we will review this chapter when the Draft EIR is published given current 



time constraints. 



  



16.  At page 5.4‐43, it is unclear how the document can conclude that “project operational 



emissions reflect a reduction in regional VMT‐related emissions due to relocation of all GSW 



basketball games from Oracle Arena.”  While VMT may go down if fewer people drive to 



Mission Bay than to the Oracle Arena, all the other events at the new arena cannot be 



evaluated in the same way and in the aggregate would seem to cause an increase in 



emissions. 



 



Chapter 5.6  Wind and Shadow 



 



17. In Section 5.6.5.3., the impact statement is inconsistent—text suggests impact is less than 



significant, but the conclusion states it is significant and unavoidable. 



 



18. On page 5.6‐14, last full paragraph in the middle, “cannot” should be “can.” 



 



Chapter 5.7  Utilities and Service Systems 



 



19. On page 5.7‐5, please note that the Mission Bay SEIR concluded that the effects of Mission 



Bay development on wastewater collection and treatment facilities and storm drainage 



facilities would be Less than Significant with mitigation. 



 



20. At page 5.7‐13, the text refers to the “addition of all 4 million square feet” of new 



development by UCSF adopted in the LRDP EIR.  This is a bit misleading.  The only 



unanticipated development, other than the Warriors’ arena, is UCSF’s 1 million gsf of 



additional entitlement on the North Campus.  Other planned development, including the 



remaining development under the 2.65 million gsf on the North Campus, the Phase 2 of the 



Medical Center at Mission Bay, and development of Blocks 33/34, were previously 



anticipated. 
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21. Page 5.7‐13, we do not plan to comment at this time on the flow amounts, as we understand 



that the issue is still being studied and these numbers will be revised.  We will review the 



figures when the Draft EIR is published. 



 



Appendix HYD Combined Sewer Impacts Analysis Technical Memorandum 



 



22. In Section 2:  “The project scenario adds the DWF from the arena only and the cumulative scenario 
adds the project DWF plus DWF from reasonably foreseeable projects in the basin.”    



 



 The UCSF projects listed in the “Cumulative” scenario “Attachment 1” should be 



consistent with the UCSF projects identified elsewhere in the EIR. 



 



 There is significant residential growth in “Basin B” that is occurring.   However, it seems 



to be reflected in the appendix Cumulative table as zero growth. 



 



23. In Section 2:  “All DWF from the proposed GSW arena is assumed to flow to the Mariposa pump 
station (MPS), therefore Mariposa is the only basin analyzed.” 



 



 The original Mission Bay drainage plan had half the GSW arena site flowing to the pump 



station at P15 – half to Mariposa Pump station.  While the assumption is conservative in 



 analyzing impacts in regards to the Mariposa Pump station – it omits any impact 



analysis at the pump station at P15.  The Appendix is inconsistent with the text in the 



Hydrology chapter Page 5.9‐30. “Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts”. 



 



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: Clarke Miller
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26:26 AM


Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will
cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies,
etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I’ll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As
of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for
review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
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Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:58:30 AM


Great; thanks.


-Paul


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:58 AM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


True gross square footage for the gatehouse in the proposed Project is approx. 11,550 GSF.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:51 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


Thanks for this.  Understood regarding the gatehouse maximum height.


Regarding your response from last evening regarding the Variant gatehouse size of 4,150 gross square
feet, can you please provide me with the Proposed project gatehouse size as well.


Thanks.


-Paul


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:39 AM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Attached:
- CORRECTED corrected variant site plan (note the new label for gatehouse height**)
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- Variant west elevation


**Paul, we're using the max. height of the gatehouse's sloping roof for both CEQA site plans (proposed
Project and Variant). Our concurrent submittal of design documentation to OCII measures avg. height
according to the D4D (vs. taking a conservative max) and therefore lists different gatehouse heights. To
prevent any confusion between the documents, we suggest you insert an explanatory footnote to
address the difference in methodologies.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 7:54 AM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; 'Clarke Miller'
Cc: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)';
'Murphy, Mary G.'; 'Joyce'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


See attached for corrected variant site plan. Elevation forthcoming.
Kate


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:06 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.


Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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







-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project


d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.
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2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.


4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
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compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).


3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108


415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
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(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,


Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels


2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
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them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Weld, Fran"; corinnewoods@cs.com
Cc: Williamson, Phil (PRT); Felder, Alfonso
Subject: RE: CAC - Mission Rock
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 1:06:00 PM
Attachments: May 14, 2015 MBCAC Agenda.docx


Great, Fran – could you please see the attached agenda and revise your item as appropriate? 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Weld, Fran [mailto:fweld@SFGIANTS.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 12:31 PM
To: corinnewoods@cs.com
Cc: Williamson, Phil (PRT); Felder, Alfonso; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: CAC - Mission Rock
 
Corinne,
 
Thanks for the follow up. We can make Thursday work as that sounds best for your agendas. 
 
Fran 


On May 11, 2015, at 11:08 AM, "corinnewoods@cs.com" <corinnewoods@cs.com> wrote:


Only problem I see with June is that the Warriors Draft EIR will be out 6/3, and we may
need to devote a great deal of the meeting to Warriors stuff.  We're also getting a
presentation in June on the NRG Potrero Power Plant .  Plus, we're losing Catherine
Reilly the end of May.   Are you sure you can't do this Thursday?  It's a light agenda and
I think it would be good politics to come to the community before you start gathering
signatures for the ballot.


Need to get the agenda out TODAY, so let us know ASAP.


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
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1. Introductions and Announcements – 5 minutes





2. Discussion Item:  Introduction to Staff from new Mission Bay Fire Station No.4 – San Francisco Fire Department Staff – 15 minutes





Description of Item: Staff from the new Mission Bay Fire Station No.4 will attend to introduce their team and answer questions about their operations.





3. Action Item:  Presentation on the Proposed Mission Rock (SWL 337) Project and Ballot Initiative – Giants Representatives – 20 minutes





Description of Item: Presentation by representatives from the Giants on the revised Mission Rock Project, located on Sea Wall Lot (SWL) 337, as well as information on the proposed initiative for the November 2015 ballot.  





4. Discussion Item:  Presentation on the Block 3 East Affordable Housing East Request for Proposal (RFP) – OCII Staff – 20 minutes





Description of Item: Presentation by OCII staff on the RFP that has been released to identify a non-profit developer for an 101-affordable unit project on Block 3 East to serve formerly homeless veterans and families.  





5. Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) Update  - 10 minutes


· Golden State Warriors Project (Blocks 29-32) – Monthly OCII staff update on project - will not include the project sponsor nor any design presentation.  Please note key upcoming dates for the project are:


· 5/19/15 OCII Commission: Presentation on Schematic Designs and Event Management Plan - we have decided to combine the entire site into one workshop, so there will be NO presentation on 6/2/15.


· 5/28/15 Planning Commission: Presentation on Schematic Designs


· 6/3/15 (estimated): Release of the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR)


· 6/30/15 OCII Commission:  Hearing on the Draft SEIR





6. [bookmark: _GoBack]Mission Bay Development Group (MBDG) Update – 5 minutes





7. Chair Update - 5 minutes





8. Public Comment (Persons wishing to address the members on non-agenda, but CAC related matters) – 5 minutes





Thursday, May 14, 2015 - 5:00 PM





Mission Creek Senior Community – Creek Room


225 Berry Street





AGENDA


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





Room Directions: Please note that we meet in the Creek Room at Mission Creek Senior Community, 225 Berry Street at 4th Street.  The entrance to the room is off the promenade along the creek, at the back of the building, near the library. Parking is limited to on-street parking, so we strongly encourage that you walk, bike, or use transit (the closest transit is the N-Judah or K/T-Third to 4th and King)



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


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)


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


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















From: Weld, Fran <fweld@SFGIANTS.com>
To: corinnewoods <corinnewoods@cs.com>
Cc: phil.williamson <phil.williamson@sfport.com>; Felder, Alfonso
<AFELDER@SFGIANTS.com>; catherine.reilly <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Sent: Mon, May 11, 2015 10:51 am
Subject: RE: CAC - Mission Rock


Corinne,
 
Thanks so much. Unfortunately this week is a bit tough for us. Do you have any space
on the June agenda?
 
Fran
 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 5:17 PM
To: Weld, Fran
Cc: phil.williamson@sfport.com; Felder, Alfonso; catherine.reilly@sfgov.org
Subject: Re: CAC - Mission Rock
 
If you can come to the Thursday, May 14th MBCAC meeting, let us know early Monday
so we can get the agenda posted.


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Weld, Fran <fweld@SFGIANTS.com>; corinnewoods <corinnewoods@cs.com>
Cc: Williamson, Phil (PRT) (PRT) <phil.williamson@sfport.com>; Felder, Alfonso
<AFELDER@SFGIANTS.com>
Sent: Fri, May 8, 2015 4:37 pm
Subject: RE: CAC - Mission Rock


Would you like to present on this coming Thursday’s CAC meeting?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY
OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT
INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 
From: Weld, Fran [mailto:fweld@SFGIANTS.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 4:20 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); corinnewoods@cs.com
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Cc: Williamson, Phil (PRT); Felder, Alfonso
Subject: CAC - Mission Rock
 
Hi Corinne and Catherine:
 
As you may have heard, this week the Giants announced our intention to bring the
Mission Rock project to the voters this November. We would very much appreciate the
opportunity to present/converse at the next available MBCAC meeting.
 
Let me know when you have space on the calendar, thanks!
Fran
 








From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Paul


Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil; Clarke


Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50:12 PM
Attachments: image004.png


image002.png


Please see additional comments at links below.
 


·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)


 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently
broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
 


·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this
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section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:57:50 AM


True gross square footage for the gatehouse in the proposed Project is approx. 11,550 GSF.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:51 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


Thanks for this.  Understood regarding the gatehouse maximum height.


Regarding your response from last evening regarding the Variant gatehouse size of 4,150 gross square
feet, can you please provide me with the Proposed project gatehouse size as well.


Thanks.


-Paul


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:39 AM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Attached:
- CORRECTED corrected variant site plan (note the new label for gatehouse height**)
- Variant west elevation


**Paul, we're using the max. height of the gatehouse's sloping roof for both CEQA site plans (proposed
Project and Variant). Our concurrent submittal of design documentation to OCII measures avg. height
according to the D4D (vs. taking a conservative max) and therefore lists different gatehouse heights. To
prevent any confusion between the documents, we suggest you insert an explanatory footnote to
address the difference in methodologies.


Thanks.



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com





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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 7:54 AM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; 'Clarke Miller'
Cc: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)';
'Murphy, Mary G.'; 'Joyce'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


See attached for corrected variant site plan. Elevation forthcoming.
Kate


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:06 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.


Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
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Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project


d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.


2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.







4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?
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g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).


3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108


415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,
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Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels


2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
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To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM);


Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 5:21:28 PM
Attachments: image001.png


5-09_Hydrology_GSW MB ADSEIR2 with GSW team comments.docx
5-03_Noise_GSW MB ADSEIR2_GSW comments.docx
5-07_Utilities_GSW MB ADSEIR2 (RMM + NS Comments) (00298308-2xB0A85).docx
5-08_Public Services_GSW MB ADSEIR2 (RMM Comments) (00298309-2xB0A85).docx


Four additional chapters with collective comments from the GSW team are attached.
·         Hydrology
·         Noise
·         Utilities
·         Public Services


 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri,
Neil; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
Please see additional comments at links below.


 
·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)


 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently
broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
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https://www.dropbox.com/s/ewmfvrhmgekw34i/%215-06_Wind%20and%20Shadows_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.docx?dl=0
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5.9 Hydrology and Water Quality


[bookmark: _GoBack]Hydrology and Water Quality


Introduction


This section describes the potential effects of the project on the existing hydrology and water quality in the project area, with a focus on operational impacts associated with changes in stormwater and wastewater flows. The potential for flooding as a result of sea level rise is also addressed.


The impact evaluation in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, pp. 86 through 98) explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on hydrology and water quality with respect to depletion of groundwater and interference with groundwater recharge; alteration of drainage patterns; degradation of water quality; placement of housing within a 100year flood zone; placement of structures within a 100-year flood zone; flooding as a result of failure of a levee or dam; and inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.


Project effects on the capacity of wastewater and stormwater systems, which are related to water hydrology and water quality impacts, are addressed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, of this SEIR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis


Hydrology and water quality setting information and impact analyses were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Hydrology/Water Quality and Community Services/Utilities sections as well as in the Mission Bay Initial Study Water and Geology/Topography sections. Those sections of the Mission Bay FSEIR discuss and analyze a preliminary approach to managing stormwater and wastewater in the Mission Bay South area. However, the approach that was ultimately adopted and implemented was described and analyzed as a "mitigation approach" in the Mission Bay FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (FSEIR Volume III). Information from these sections relevant to the analysis of hydrology and water quality impacts is summarized below.


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


Mission Bay Plan Stormwater Drainage Setting


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology/Water Quality setting section characterized existing drainage patterns and municipal sewer treatment facilities serving the Mission Bay Plan area at the time of FSEIR publication. As presented in that description, the Mission Bay Plan area was located in the City’s Bayside drainage basin, in which combined stormwater and sanitary sewage are were collected in the same set of pipes, conveyed to and treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) near Islais Creek, and treated wastewater iswasisis then discharged to the Bay in a deep water outfall at Pier 80. At that time, the Mission Bay Plan area was located in four sub-basins, with the project site draining to two of the sub-basins. The north and east portions of the Blocks 29-32 site drained to the Bay sub-basin, in which stormwater drained directly to the Bay, and the balance of Blocks 29-32 drained to the Mariposa sub-basin of the Bayside drainage basin of the combined sewer system. Stormwater collected in the Mariposa sub-basin was directed to the Mariposa pump station, and from there, to the SEWPCP. 


As reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the annual average dry weather flows at the SEWPCP at that time were estimated at 67 million gallons per day (mgd). During wet weather, the SEWPCP could treat up to 150 mgd to a secondary level, and an additional 100 mgd to a primary level.[footnoteRef:2] In addition, up to an additional 150 mgd of wet weather flows received primary treatment at the North Point Water Pollution Control Plant, increasing total wet weather treatment capacity for the Bayside drainage basin to 400 mgd. As also reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, if rainfall resulted in total combined wastewater and stormwater flows exceeding the total capacity of the SEWPCP, the North Point facility, and storage/transport facilities, then excess flows are directed to combined sewer discharge (CSD) structures located along the City’s bayside. These flows receive flow-through treatment (similar to primary treatment) and are discharged to the Bay in compliance with the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). [2:  	Secondary treatment is the treatment of wastewater or sewage involving removal of organic matter using biological and chemical processes. This is a higher level of treatment than primary treatment, which is removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as screening and sedimentation.] 



Mission Bay Plan Flooding Setting


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Water section summarized relevant information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR regarding the issue of potential flooding. The 1990 Mission Bay FEIR indicated that the elevation of the Mission Bay Plan area ranged from approximately +6 to -2 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:3], or 17 to 9 feet based on the 1988 North American Vertical Datum (NAVD88). Groundwater in the Mission Bay Plan area was reported at 3.5 to 9 feet below ground surface, and contiguous with the mean sea level in the adjacent Bay. As referenced in the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study, the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR determined that proposed structures or roadways in Mission Bay placed at elevations at or below 2 feet SFD (9 feet NAVD88), after settling on the site, could be subject to tidal flooding during the 100-year flood event, and that if sea levels were to rise, groundwater levels in Mission Bay could also rise.  [3:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the 1988 North American Vertical Datum.] 



Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


During the Draft SEIR phase of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the document originally analyzed an approach to managing stormwater and wastewater in the Plan area, but this approach was augmented and revised during the Responses to Comments phase. The original approach included reconfiguring the Central and Mariposa sub-basins of the combined sewer system, constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, and continuing to use the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system for the collection of both wastewater and stormwater. This approach was revised with the inclusion of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 which required design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the City's combined sewer system do not contribute to combined sewer discharges. This mitigation approach is described in Section 5.9.2.3, below. The revised approach, which was ultimately adopted and implemented, involved constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the Mariposa sub-basin as well as directing all stormwater flows in both basins to the separate stormwater systems.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Please see our comments on the Utilities and Service Systems section. It is hard to tell what was originally proposed compared to what was finally adopted.  Also the significance of the “original approach” (which was not adopted) in this analysis is not clear.  The discussion should focus on the analysis in the Final SEIR and the mitigation approach that was actually adopted.  Please consider this a global comment.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: GLOBAL COMMENT:
Consider adding greater detail regarding how the separate stormwater system works.  Below it states that “all stormwater would be diverted to the separate stormwater system.” But the analysis below goes back and forth discussing stormwater discharges to the separate system and stormwater discharges to the combined system. It is not clear what will actually occur.    

Also, the discussion is inconsistent regarding whether the separate system is planned or whether it has already been implemented.  Please clarify.  I believe the accurate description would be that the system is currently under construction and anticipated to be completed in 2015, prior to construction and operation of the proposed project.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Stormwater Drainage


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality impacts section described the proposed Mission Bay Plan’s original drainage plan, which included reconfiguring the drainage basins of the combined sewer, as shown on Figure 5.7-1 in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems. The reconfiguration included a proposed new separate stormwater system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin. Under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, stormwater that occurred within the Bay sub-basin (which included the north and east portions of Blocks 29-32 under 1998 conditions) would drain into the new separate stormwater infrastructure and no longer directly to the Bay. As described in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section, this separate storm drainage system originally proposed within the reconfigured Central sub-basin would divert an initial portion of the stormwater flow (approximately 80 percent of the average annual flow) to the City’s combined system for treatment. Stormwater volumes greater than the initial flows and up to a 5-year storm would be discharged directly to four new storm outfalls (two to the China Basin Channel/Mission Creek and two to the Bay). Volumes greater than a 5-year event would pond or would flow overland. The reconfigured Central sub-basin of the combined sewer system would convey wastewater from this basin to the SEWPCP for treatment. The original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach also proposed a reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin (which would include the southern portion of Blocks 29-32), that would convey both wastewater and stormwater in the City’s combined sewer system.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section indicated that implementation of the Mission Bay Plan would contribute pollutants to the Bay through: (1) the discharge to municipal wastewater effluent from the SEWPCP; (2) the discharge of treated combined sewer overflows (CSOs) (these events are now referred to as combined sewer discharges or CSDs); and (3) the discharge of untreated stormwater. As described below, the Mission Bay FSEIR found that these water quality impacts would be less than significant. As also discussed below, the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4 to address cumulative effects related to an increase in CSDs and water quality effects of untreated stormwater discharges.


Mission Bay Plan Effects onfof Volume and Quality of Municipal Wastewater Effluent


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach the Mission Bay Plan would generate municipal wastewater and increase the total effluent discharged from the SEWPCP to the Bay by about 3 percent, and result in an approximate 3 percent increase in the pollutant loading to the Bay from the City's municipal wastewater effluent discharges. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that for the most part, the quality of municipal wastewater from the Mission Bay Plan area would not differ substantially from the quality of other City wastewater conveyed to the SEWPCP, and would not materially change the concentrations of pollutants in the effluent. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the effluent increases would be well within the City’s treatment plant capacity, and would not cause a violation of the City’s NPDES permit requirements for its discharge from the SEWPCP. The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that the pollutant concentrations in the treated wastewater would be within water quality screening values, including water quality objectives adopted by the RWQCB. 


However, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) and some commercial or industrial operations could involve the discharge of some pollutants not typically associated with most other San Francisco wastewater, and these sources could potentially discharge chemicals, radioactive materials, and biohazardous materials to the SEWPCP. If improperly handled, these discharges could potentially result in a violation of the NDPES permit. The FSEIR identified Mitigation Measure K.2 in the Hydrology and Water Quality section, which required facilities with these discharges to install sampling ports to facilitate demonstration of compliance with discharge limitations. Implementation of this measure would reduce impacts related to municipal wastewater effluent to less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Combined Sewer Discharges


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, the Mission Bay Plan would increase the average annual volume of CSDs (formerly referred to as combined sewer overflows, or CSOs) by approximately 0.2 percent, and increase the duration of each overflow event by a few minutes. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay Plan would not change the concentrations of pollutants in the treated CSDs. In addition, this slight increase in CSD volumes and duration would not cause a violation of the City’s NPDES permit requirements for the CSDs, and thus, would not adversely affect existing near-shore aquatic biota or water-contact recreation in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay Plan effects of CSDs on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Direct Stormwater Discharge


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, the Mission Bay Plan would increase the volume of stormwater directly discharged from the Plan area to the Bay by approximately 2 percent and would also change the concentration of pollutants in the stormwater discharge due to the intensification of land uses proposed in the Mission Bay Plan. However, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that any potential increase in pollutants from stormwater discharges would be very small relative to those associated with municipal wastewater and treated CSDs. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that this increase in volumes and change in pollutant concentrations would not adversely affect existing aquatic biota in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay Plan effects of direct stormwater discharge on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Sediment Quality


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the RWQCB identified China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) and Islais Creek as candidate toxic hot spots for sediment quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, the Mission Bay Plan would increase the volume of CSDs from the combined sewer system to Islais Creek as well as the volume of direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that increased discharges would cause a corresponding increase in sediment deposition at these locations. However, the discharges would not measurably change the physical or chemical composition of the sediment layer, nor affect any determination by the RWQCB to designate China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) or Islais Creek as toxic hot spots. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay Plan effects on sediment quality in Islais Creek and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Water Contact Recreation


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach the Mission Bay Plan would increase CSDs from both the Mariposa and Islais Creek sub-basins of the City’s combined sewer system, which could affect water quality as well as the use of these areas for water contact recreation. However, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that water contact recreation occurs infrequently on the Bayside, and there would be no impact related to water contact recreation.


Mission Bay Plan Contribution to Cumulative Effects


The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that there were no significant cumulative impacts identified from the estimated increased volume and pollutant load of treated municipal wastewater effluent, treated CSDs, and direct stormwater discharges, because there would not be substantial degradation in water quality of the Bay or near-shore waters, no toxic effect on aquatic biota, and no substantial change in sediment quality or beneficial uses.


However, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that due to the lack of conclusive evidence refuting a causal relationship between treated CSDs, stormwater discharges, and sediment quality, the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on water quality of near-shore waters of the Bay from multiple sources of CSDs and direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the estimated Plan contribution (0.2 percent) to the potential cumulative increase (11 percent) in Bayside CSD volumes, and the contribution of Plan-related stormwater discharges to possible cumulative impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4 regarding CSD volumes and alternative treatment technologies for treatment of direct stormwater discharges (described below).


Mission Bay Plan Phased Development Effects on Water Quality from Stormwater


The Mission Bay FSEIR discussed U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Phase II stormwater regulations that had been proposed but not finalized at the time of publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR. These proposed regulations would require the City to develop and implement a stormwater management program to reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater to the maximum extent practicable and to protect water quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the absence of adopted regulatory requirements for a stormwater management program that addressed Mission Bay stormwater quality, and a failure to implement other best management practices (BMPs) to minimize stormwater pollution, could potentially conflict with the intent of the proposed stormwater permit requirements and result in a significant impact.


Mitigation Measure M.5 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section (see Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems) required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay drainage basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. Mitigation Measure K.5 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section identified implementation of an individual stormwater management program that utilizes BMPs for Mission Bay until the Phase II regulations become final and Mission Bay is included in the City’s stormwater management program. Implementation of this measure would reduce impacts to less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Flooding


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study included Mitigation Measures K.6a through K.6f, adapted from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR that required structures in the Mission Bay area to be designed and located in a way to protect low-lying shoreline areas from the dangers of tidal flooding, including consideration of a rise in relative sea level. The mitigation specified that to address effects of sea level rise, specific flood protection and engineering and building analyses must be conducted by a licensed engineer where structures are proposed below an elevation of 1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88). Potential measures identified by the mitigation included setback from the water’s edge, installation of seawalls, dikes and/or berms during construction of infrastructure; reducing the amount of excavation for utilities or basements; and use of topsoil to raise the level of public open spaces. With implementation of this mitigation, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Plan's effects related to flooding and sea level rise would be less than significant. 


FSEIR Mitigation Approach


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on the quality of near-shore waters of the Bay as a result of combined sewer discharges and direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). The Plan’s contribution to this cumulative impact would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4 requiring the master developer and the City to design and construct sewer improvements and implement alternative technologies to avoid increases in CSD volumes and to reduce settleable solids and floatable materials in stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). As written in the FSEIR, Measure K.3 applies to the entire project area and Measure K.4 applies only to the planned separate stormwater system that would discharge stormwater flows directly to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) and the Bay. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253) identified Mitigation Scenario B, which included separating the stormwater collection system and sanitary sewer in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin as well as in the reconfigured Central sub-basin. All stormwater runoff from Mission Bay South would flow to one of five pump stations (shown on Figure 5.7-2, see Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems) via gravity and would be pumped to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) or the Bay after vortex treatment to reduce the total settleable solid concentrations in the runoff. Other methods identified to reduce particulate matter in the stormwater discharges included street sweeping to remove particulates from streets and parking lots. Under this mitigation approach, the separate stormwater systems would no longer divert 80 percent of the initial stormwater flows to the combined sewer system, but instead, all stormwater from the Mission Bay South area would be directed to a separate stormwater system and discharged directly to the Bay. The master developer ultimately adopted and is currently implementing Mitigation Scenario B, as described in the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


The FSEIR estimated that by diverting all stormwater runoff from the combined sewer system, implementation of Mitigation Scenario B would increase direct stormwater discharges from Mission Bay South to the Bay by 107.2 million gallons per year. Because none of the stormwater from Mission Bay South would be discharged to the combined sewer system, this mitigation approach would reduce the total Bayside CSD volume by 33 million gallons per year relative to baseline conditions at the time of Mission Bay FSEIR publication. Implementation of this mitigation approach satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4.


Setting


Combined Sewer System


The Bayside drainage basin covering the east side of San Francisco consists of three distinct regulatory receiving water CSD basins and their watershed associations: North Shore (North Shore watershed), Central (Channel watershed in its entirety and a portion of Islais Creek watershed), and South (remainder of the Islais Creek Watershed and the entirety of Yosemite and Sunnydale watersheds), as shown on Figure 5.9-1. As also described in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the SEWPCP continues to treat up to 150 mgd of wastewater from each of these CSD basins to a secondary level.[footnoteRef:4] During dry weather, wastewater flows consist mainly of municipal and industrial sanitary sewage, and the annual average wastewater flow during dry weather is 60 mgd[footnoteRef:5] (reduced by 7 mgd from the 67 mgd reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998). The average dry weather design flow capacity of the SEWPCP is 84.5 mgd; therefore the existing flows are about 71 percent of the treatment capacity, and all dry weather wastewater flow is  [4:  	Secondary treatment is the treatment of wastewater or sewage involving removal of organic matter using biological and chemical processes. This is a higher level of treatment than primary treatment, which is removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as screening and sedimentation. Secondary treatment is less intensive than tertiary treatment, in which additional chemical and biological treatment processes are used to remove additional compounds that may be required for discharge or reuse purposes.]  [5:  	San Francisco Water Power Sewer, San Francisco’s Wastewater Treatment Facilities. June, 2014.] 



Insert Figure 5.9-1



treated to a secondary level at the SEWPCP. The treated wastewater is then discharged to the Bay through the deep water outfall at Pier 80, located immediately to the north of the Islais Creek Channel in compliance with the current NPDES permit. 


During wet weather (generally October through April), the combined sewer system collects large volumes of stormwater runoff in addition to municipal and industrial sanitary sewage, and the combined wastewater and stormwater flow is conveyed to treatment facilities, including the SEWPCP and North Point Wet Weather Facility, before eventual discharge to the Bay. The combined flows that exceed the total 400 mgd capacity of the SEWPCP and the North Point Wet Weather Facility and the 125-million-gallon storage capacity of the transport and storage structures receive the equivalent of primary treatment in the structures; excess flows are directed to CSD structures located along the shoreline in compliance with the City's NPDES permit issued by the RWQCB.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Wouldn’t the separate stormwater system that is currently being implemented collect the stormwater? Or is that not the case during wet weather?  Please clarify. Below it states that “all stormwater would be diverted to the separate stormwater system.” See similar Global Comment above.  


The CSD structure for the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin discharges to the Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay[footnoteRef:6] at Mariposa Street when the 11.2 mgd wet weather capacity of the Mariposa pump station and 0.7 million gallon capacity of the Mariposa storage and transport box is exceeded (see Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, for a description of these facilities). The Mariposa sub-basin is designed for a long-term average of 10 CSDs per year.[footnoteRef:7] Although the system was designed and constructed based on meeting this long-term average, it is understood that some years are wetter than others. Therefore, the NPDES permit allows the 10-discharge annual average to be exceeded in any particular year as long as the long-term average is maintained at the appropriate level. Historically, the Mariposa sub-basin has exceeded an average of 10 overflows per year.[footnoteRef:8] [6:  	This basin is a surface water body that is an inlet of Lower San Francisco Bay, and is not the same as the Central sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system where the northern portion of the project site is located.]  [7:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 500, Technical Memorandum No. 509, Combined Sewer Discharges, Final Draft. December, 2010.]  [8:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 600, Technical Memorandum No. 603, Collection System Configurations Analysis and Impact on Combined Sewer Discharge, Final Draft. December, 2010.] 



The CSDs from the reconfigured Central sub-basin in the project vicinity are discharged to Mission Creek via six discharge structures when flows at the Channel Pump Station exceed 80 mgd, or when total flows to the SEWPCP from the Channel and Bruce Flynn Pump Stations and SEWPCP lift station exceed 250 mgd. The facilities in this basin are also designed for a long-term average of 10 overflows per year, and the basin has historically reported an average of 10 overflows per year.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 600, Technical Memorandum No. 603, Collection System Configurations Analysis and Impact on Combined Sewer Discharge, Final Draft. December, 2010.] 



Flooding


Some low lying areas along San Francisco’s Bay shoreline are subject to flooding during periods of extreme high tides, storm surge and waves, although these occurrences are relatively rare in San Francisco compared to areas prone to hurricanes or other major coastal storms or to developed areas near or below sea level. In 2008, the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) adopted interim flood maps depicting the 100-year flood zone along the City’s Bay shoreline; the identified flood zones in the project area are shown on Figure 5.9-2. The 100-year flood zone represents areas that are subject to flooding once every 100 years on average or that have a 1percent chance of flooding in any single year. Flooding in these areas has the potential to damage buildings and infrastructure. Due to the continuing development of Mission Bay, some of the areas identified as being subject to flooding may no longer be flood prone when grading is completed to raise building sites above the 100-year floodplain.


As shown on Figure 5.9-2, the project site is not located within a currently identified 100-year flood zone based on the City’s interim floodplain maps. Therefore, this section discusses the factors contributing to coastal flooding and the potential for increased flooding in the future as a result of sea level rise. 


Factors Contributing to Coastal Flooding


Coastal areas are vulnerable to periodic flooding due to storm surge, extreme tides, and waves. Rising sea level due to climate change has the potential to increase the frequency, severity, and extent of flooding in coastal areas. These factors are described below.


Storm Surge. Storm surge occurs when persistent high winds and changes in air pressure push water towards the shore, which can raise the water level near the shoreline by several feet and may persist for several days. Along San Francisco’s bay shoreline, storm surge typically raises the surface water elevation 2 to 3 feet during major winter storms several times a year. Extreme high tides in combination with storm surge can cause inundation of low-lying roads, boardwalks, and promenades; can exacerbate coastal flooding; and can interfere with stormwater and sewer outfalls. 


The degree of storm surge depends on the severity of the storm as well as tidal levels at the time of the storm and is characterized using a return period which represents the expected frequency of a storm event occurring based on historical information. One-year storm surge is expected to occur each year while 100-year storm surge (which represents more extreme conditions) has a one percent chance of occurring in any year.


Tides. Diurnal (twice daily) high tides along San Francisco’s bay shoreline typically range from approximately 5 to 7 feet (NAVD88), though annual maximum tides may exceed 7 feet. The twice yearly extreme high and low tides are called “king tides.” These occur each year during the winter and summer when the earth, moon and sun are aligned, and may be amplified by winter weather. King tides and other high tides can result in temporary inundation of low-lying roads, boardwalks, and waterfront promenades. The Embarcadero waterfront (Pier 14) and the Marina area in San Francisco experience inundation under current king tide conditions.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  	San Francisco Water Power Sewer. Climate Stressors and Impact: Bayside Sea Level Rise Mapping, Final Technical Memorandum. June 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



Insert Figure 5.9-2



Waves. Waves and wave run-up primarily affect a narrow band along the shoreline where wave energy can damage structures and overtop both natural embankments and shoreline protection structures such as seawalls and levees. The influence of waves diminishes inland as wave energy dissipates. In addition, the Pacific Ocean waves which are generally larger than those originating in the Bay are substantially dampened along the Bay shoreline due to transformation processes within San Francisco Bay.


Sea Level Rise. Seas are rising globally due to climate change, and they are expected to continue to rise at an accelerating rate for the foreseeable future. The sea level at the San Francisco tidal gauge has risen 8 inches over the past century. 


The National Research Council’s (NRC) 2012 report, Sea Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, and Future (the NRC Report) provides a scientific review of sea level rise for the West Coast and provides the most recent regional sea level rise predictions for 2030, 2050, and 2100, relative to the year 2000 sea level.[footnoteRef:11] In this report, the NRC projects that sea levels in the San Francisco Bay area will rise 11 inches by 2050 and 36 inches by 2100 as presented in Table 5.9-1. As presented in the NRC Report, these sea level rise projections represent likely sea level rise values based on the current understanding of global climate change and assuming a moderate level of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions[footnoteRef:12] and extrapolation of continued accelerating land ice melt patterns, plus or minus one standard deviation.[footnoteRef:13] [11:  	National Research Council, Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, and Future. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press, 2012. Available on the internet at: http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=13389. Accessed on October 1, 2014.]  [12:  	Future emissions of greenhouse gases depend on a collection of human decisions at local, regional, national, and international levels as well as potential unknown technological developments. For this reason, future changes in greenhouse gas emissions cannot be accurately estimated, and a range of emissions levels is considered in the NRC Report. Estimates of sea level rise relative to thermal expansion of the oceans were formulated using the mid-level, or moderate level, of predicted changes in greenhouse gas emissions (from a combination of fossil and non-fossil fuels), as well as an assumption of high economic growth; this represents scenario “A1B” as described by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).]  [13:  	One standard deviation roughly corresponds to a 15 percent/85 percent confidence interval, meaning that there is approximately 15 percent chance the value will exceed the high-end projection (8 inches for the 2030 example) and a 15 percent chance the value will be lower than the low-end projection (4 inches in 2030).] 



Table 5.9-1
Sea Level Rise Estimates for 
San Francisco BAY Relative to the Year 2000


			Year


			Projection





			2030


			6 ± 2 inches





			2050


			11 ± 4 inches





			2100


			36 ± 10 inches





			SOURCE: National Research Council, 2012











The estimates represent the permanent increase in Mean Sea Level and the associated average daily high tide conditions (represented by Mean Higher High Water, or MHHW)[footnoteRef:14] that could result from sea level rise; they do not take into account storm surge, extreme tides, or waves, all of which can result in water levels that are temporarily higher than MHHW as discussed above. [14:  	Mean higher high water is the higher of each day’s two high tides averaged over time.] 



In March 2013, the California Ocean Protection Council updated its 2010 statewide sea level rise guidance to adopt the NRC Report as the current, best available science on sea level rise for California.[footnoteRef:15] The California Coastal Commission supports the use of the NRC Report as the best science currently available in its 2013 Draft Sea-Level Rise Policy Guidance, which also emphasizes the importance of regularly updating sea level rise projections as the science continues to advance.[footnoteRef:16] The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) also considers the NRC Report to be the best available science-based prediction of sea level rise for San Francisco Bay. Accordingly, this SEIR considers the NRC Report to be the best science currently available on sea level rise affecting San Francisco for both CEQA and planning purposes. [15:  	State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance Document. Developed by the Coastal and Ocean Working Group of the California Climate Action Team (CO-CAT), with science support provided by the Ocean Protection Council’s Science Advisory Team and the California Ocean Science Trust. March 2013 Update. Available on the internet at http://www.opc.ca.gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/docs/2013_SLR_Guidance_Update_FINAL1.pdf. Accessed on October 1, 2014.]  [16:  	California Coastal Commission Draft Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, Public Review Draft. October 14, 2013. Available on the internet at: http://www.coastal.ca.gov/climate/SLRguidance.html. Accessed on October 1, 2014.] 



Although the NRC Report provides the best available sea level rise projections for San Francisco Bay at this time, scientific uncertainty remains regarding the rate and magnitude of sea level rise. Sea level rise projections beyond 2050 are highly dependent on assumptions regarding future global GHG emissions and future changes in the rate of land ice melting. As a result of the uncertainties inherent in these assumptions, the range of sea level rise predictions becomes substantially broader beyond 2050 (see Table 5.9-1). In recognition of this uncertainty, the State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance recommends an adaptive management approach for development in areas that may be subject to sea level rise beyond 2050.


Sea Level Rise Inundation Mapping


The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), as part of the planning for its Sewer System Improvement Program, has developed a series of maps published in 2014 that represent areas of inundation along both the Bay and Ocean shorelines of San Francisco. These maps use a 1-meter horizontal grid resolution[footnoteRef:17] based on the 2010/2011 California Coastal Mapping Program LiDAR.[footnoteRef:18] The inundation maps leverage data from the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) California Coastal Mapping and Analysis Project, which includes detailed coastal engineering analyses and mapping of the San Francisco Bay shoreline. [17:  	The horizontal grid resolution of a digital elevation model (DEM) defines the scale of the features that are modeled; this is generally the minimum resolution necessary to depict levees, berms, and other topographic features important to diverting floodwaters.]  [18:  	LiDAR (Light Detection and Ranging) is a remote sensing technology that measures distance by illuminating a target with a laser and analyzing the reflected light. LIDAR is commonly used to create high-resolution terrain models, topography data sets, and topographic maps.] 



The SFPUC inundation maps evaluate scenarios that represent the NRC projections of sea level rise in combination with the effects of storm surge. They represent permanent inundation that could occur as a result of total water level rises (over and above year 2000 MHHW) based on daily tidal fluctuations. Each scenario also addresses temporary inundation that could occur from extreme tides and from 1-year, 2-year, 5-year, 25-year, 50-year, and 100-year storm surge. Flooding as a result of storm surge would occur on a temporary basis, during and immediately after a storm event or extreme tide. 


The scenarios used in this SEIR analysis, listed below, are representative of inundation that could occur by the year 2050 and the year 2100, based on the NRC’s projected level of sea level rise and considering a 100-year storm surge:


· MHHW plus 12 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by 2050); 


· MHHW plus 36 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by 2100);


· MHHW plus 52 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by the year 2050 in combination with a 100-year storm surge); and


· MHHW plus 77 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by the year 2100 in combination with a 100-year storm surge).


The SFPUC cautions that its maps represent a “do nothing” scenario, in which no measures are taken to prevent future flooding and no area-wide measures such as waterfront protection structures are constructed. In the event that the City undertakes area-wide measures to protect against inundation in the future, the mapping would need to be revised to reflect the modified inundation areas with construction of these measures. In addition, because the SFPUC sea level rise maps are based on 2010/2011 topographic mapping, they do not account for planned increases in the base elevation of sites within Mission Bay that are provided in the 1998 Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan to prevent future flooding due to sea level rise.


As shown on Figure 5.9-3, the SFPUC inundation maps indicate that the project site would not be inundated with water level rises of 12 inches, which is expected by 2050, even when the effects of 100-year storm surge are considered.[footnoteRef:19] In addition, the project site would not be inundated with 36 inches of water level rise which is expected by 2100. However, when the effects of a 100-year storm surge are considered under this scenario, the site could be flooded to depths of between 2 and 4 feet as shown on Figure 5.9-4.[footnoteRef:20] [19:  	Note that the green zone shown within the project site on Figure 5.9-3 is the open excavation that is not hydrologically connected to flooding zones and would be filled when the site is developed.]  [20:  	Note that greater inundation depths are indicated on Figure 5.9-4 in the area of the open excavation, but this excavation would be filled when the site is developed.] 




Insert Figure 5.9-3



Insert Figure 5.9-4



Planning for Sea Level Rise in San Francisco


The City has convened an inter-agency Climate Adaptation Working Group to identify ways to make sure that it is prepared to adapt to effects of sea level rise. Participating agencies include the Department of the Environment, SFPUC, Planning Department, City Administrator’s office, Port of San Francisco (Port), San Francisco International Airport (SFO), Department of Public Works (DPW), Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA), Department of Public Health, and Department of Recreation and Parks. The working group is focusing its effort on the City’s most imminent adaptation concerns, including sea level rise along Ocean Beach and shores, flooding from storm surge and extreme rain events, an increased likelihood of extreme heat, and decreased fog that supports redwoods and local ecosystems. To address sea level rise and flooding, the working group is focusing on efforts to improve the existing coastal flood protection infrastructure in time to prevent significant flooding impacts from sea level rise. The working group will establish requirements addressing proper flood insurance for structures in low lying areas, flood-resilient construction of new developments within inundation areas, and a low-carbon foot print for new developments. The working group is also assessing the use of natural solutions such as wetlands to protect the shoreline. 


On September 22, 2014, the City’s Capital Planning Committee (CPC) adopted the Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability and Risk to Support Adaptation, which was prepared by an inter-agency committee including the CPC, SFPUC, Port, SFO, DPW, MTA, and the Planning Department.[footnoteRef:21] Accordingly, the City’s capital planning program now requires the preparation of project-level sea level rise vulnerability and risk assessments for all City capital projects with a cost of $5 million or more that are located in areas potentially vulnerable to future flooding due to sea level rise. [21:  	City and County of San Francisco Sea Level Rise Committee, Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability and Risk to Support Adaptation. September 22, 201. Available online at http://onesanfrancisco.org/wp-content/uploads/San%20Francisco%20SLR%20Guidance%20Adopted
%209.22.14%2012182014.pdf, accessed on February 5, 2015. ] 



The SFPUC is addressing sea level rise as part of its Sewer System Improvement Program, and is conducting a detailed analysis of the potential for new and existing combined sewer infrastructure to be affected by sea level rise. [footnoteRef:22] Accordingly, all new facilities will be built using a climate change criterion so the combined sewer system will be better able to respond to rising sea levels. Because rising sea levels and storm surge could potentially inundate the combined sewer system and exacerbate existing flooding from the sewer system, or cause new flooding, the SFPUC is also evaluating alternatives such as the installation of backflow preventers on the combined sewer discharge structures to restrict the intrusion of Bay water into the combined sewer system. [22: 	San Francisco Water Power Sewer. Bayside Drainage Basin Urban Watershed Opportunities, Final Draft Technical Memorandum. July, 2014.] 



Trash in Waterways


Trash is of concern for San Francisco Bay because Lower San Francisco Bay is listed as an impaired water body under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act for trash. Plastic in the marine environment breaks into smaller and smaller pieces and it is eaten—often with fatal consequences—by fish, turtles, birds, and whales.[footnoteRef:23] Aquatic debris threatens sensitive ecosystems and has been documented to kill or harm nearly 700 wildlife species. The debris also interferes with navigation, degrades natural habitats, costs millions of dollars in lost revenue, and is a threat to human health and safety. Most aquatic debris comes from land-based sources including littering, legal and illegal dumping, a lack of or poor waste management practices and recycling capacity, stormwater discharges, animal interference with garbage, and extreme natural events. The growing quantity of single-use plastic packaging contributes substantially to the amount of trash transported to waterways.  [23:  	National Resources Defense Council, NRDC News Brief, Waste in Our Waterways, Unveiling the Hidden Costs to Californians of Litter Clean-Up. August, 2013.] 



Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Clean Water Act – Water Quality


In 1972, the Clean Water Act (CWA) established the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into the waters of the United States and gave the U.S. EPA the authority to implement pollution control programs. The CWA sets water quality standards for contaminants in surface waters. The statute employs a variety of regulatory and non-regulatory tools to reduce direct pollutant discharges into waterways, to finance municipal wastewater treatment facilities, and to manage polluted runoff. The U.S. EPA has delegated responsibility for implementation of portions of the CWA, including water quality control planning and programs in California to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine RWQCBs. Water quality standards applicable to the project are listed in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan), discussed further below under State Regulations.


Section 303(d) and Total Maximum Daily Loads


In accordance with Section 303(d) of the CWA, sStatesstatessStates must present the U.S. EPA with a list of “impaired water bodies,” defined as those water bodies that do not meet water quality standards. The CWA requires the development of total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) to improve water quality of impaired water bodies. Implementation of this program in the project area is conducted by the RWQCB and is discussed below in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations.


Section 402


Section 402 of the CWA authorizes the U.S.EPA to establish a nationwide surface water discharge permit program for municipal and industrial point sources known as the NPDES program. Under Section 402, the San Francisco Bay RWQCB has set standard conditions for each permittee in the Bay Area, including effluent limitation and monitoring programs. Discharges of stormwater and wastewater from the proposed project would be subject to NPDES permits issued to the CCSF that are described in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations, below.


Federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy


In 1994, the U.S. EPA adopted the Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy (CSO Control Policy), which became part of the CWA in December 2000. This policy establishes a consistent national approach for controlling discharges from combined sewers to the nation’s waters. Using the NPDES permit program, the permittee is required to implement the following nine minimum controls that constitute the technology-based requirements of the CWA and can reduce the frequency of CSDs and their effects on receiving water quality:


1. Conduct proper operation and regular maintenance programs for the combined sewer system and CSD outfalls;


2. Maximize the use of the collection system for storage; 


3. Review and modify pretreatment programs to minimize the effect of non-domestic discharges to the collection system;


4. Maximize flow to the SEWPC and North Point Facility for treatment;


5. Prohibit CSDs during dry weather;


6. Control solids and floatable materials in CSDs;


7. Develop and implement a pollution prevention program focused on reducing the effect of CSDs on receiving waters;


8. Notify the public of CSDs; and 


9. Monitor to effectively characterize CSD effects and the efficacy of CSD controls.


The City is currently implementing these controls as required by the CSO Control Policy and has also developed a long-term control plan to optimize operations of the wastewater collection and treatment system and maximize pollutant removal during wet weather. 


Consistent with the CSO Control Policy and the Long-Term Control Plan, the City captures and treats 100 percent of the combined sewage flow collected in the combined sewer system during precipitation events. Captured flows are directed first to the SEWPCP and North Point Facility for primary or secondary treatment. Flows in excess of the capacity of these facilities are diverted to storage and transport boxes constructed around much of the City, and receive the equivalent to primary treatment prior to discharge to San Francisco Bay. The Long-Term Control Plan specifies operational parameters that must be met in each drainage basin before a CSD can occur, and includes the following long-term average annual design goals for CSDs:


· Four CSD events along the North Shore


· Ten CSD events from the Central Basin


· One CSD event along the Southeast Sector


Although the Mariposa sub-basin has historically exceeded the long-term goal of ten CSD events per year as discussed above, the City is currently meeting these long-term average design goals for the overall Bayside drainage basin.


State Regulations


California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act


The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Division 7 of the California Water Code) provides for protection of the quality of waters of the State of California for use and enjoyment by the people of California. The act also establishes provisions for a statewide program for the control of water quality, recognizing that waters of the state are increasingly influenced by interbasin water development projects and other statewide considerations, and that factors such as precipitation, topography, population, recreation, agriculture, industry, and economic development vary regionally within the state. The statewide program for water quality control is therefore administered most effectively on a local level with statewide oversight. Within this framework, the act authorizes the SWRCB and RWQCBs to oversee the coordination and control of water quality within California.


San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan)


San Francisco Bay waters are under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB which established regulatory standards and objectives for water quality in the Bay in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin, commonly referred to as the Basin Plan.[footnoteRef:24] The Basin Plan identifies existing and potential beneficial uses for surface waters and provides numerical and narrative water quality objectives designed to protect those uses. The preparation and adoption of water quality control plans is required by the California Water Code (Section 13240) and supported by the federal CWA. Because beneficial uses, together with their corresponding water quality objectives, can be defined per federal regulations as water quality standards, the Basin Plan is a regulatory reference for meeting the state and federal requirements for water quality control. Adoption or revision of surface water standards is subject to the approval of the U.S. EPA.  [24: 	San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan), June 29, 2013. Available online at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb2/
water_issues/programs/planningtmdls/basinplan/web/docs/BP_all_chapters.pdf. Accessed February 5, 2015. ] 



The proposed project site is located adjacent to Lower San Francisco Bay which extends from approximately the Bay Bridge on the north to the Dumbarton Bridge on the south. The CSD structure for the Mariposa sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system discharges to Central Basin, an inlet of Lower San Francisco Bay along the City's bay shoreline. The CSD structures for the Central sub-basin of the combined sewer system discharge to Mission Creek which ultimately drains to Lower San Francisco Bay. Identified beneficial uses for Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay and Mission Creek include commercial and sport fishing, estuarine habitat, wildlife habitat, water contact recreation, noncontact water recreation, and navigation. Identified beneficial uses for Lower San Francisco Bay include industrial service supply, commercial and sport fishing, shellfish harvesting, estuarine habitat, fish migration, preservation of rare and endangered species, fish spawning, wildlife habitat, water contact recreation, noncontact water recreation, and navigation.


Impaired Water Bodies and Total Maximum Daily Loads


As described above under Section 303(d) of the CWA, sStatesstatessStates must present the U.S. EPA with a list of “impaired water bodies,” defined as those water bodies that do not meet water quality standards. The proposed project is located approximately 230 feet inland from Lower San Francisco Bay. The RWQCB has listed Lower San Francisco Bay as an impaired water body for chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, dioxins, furan compounds, mercury, PCBs, invasive species, and trash.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  	State Water Resources Control Board, 2010 Integrated Report (Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List / 305(b) Report) — Statewide. http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/integrated2010.shtml. Accessed on October 2, 2014.] 



The Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay, where the CSD structure for the Mariposa sub-basin discharges, is listed as an impaired water body for the chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, dioxin compounds, furan compounds, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, polychlorinated biphenyls, mercury, selenium, and invasive species. The sediments of the Central Basin are listed for mercury and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons.


Mission Creek, where the CSD structures for the reconfigured Central sub-basin of the combined sewer system discharge, is listed as an impaired water body for ammonia, hydrogen sulfide, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. The sediment of Mission Creek is listed for chlordane, dieldrin, lead, mercury, PCBs, silver, and zinc.


As required by the CWA, the U.S. EPA requires the development of TMDLs to improve water quality of impaired water bodies. The first step of the TMDL process is development of a TMDL report describing the water quality problem, detailing the pollutant sources, and outlining the solutions. An implementation plan, included in the TMDL report, describes how and when pollution prevention, control, or restoration activities will be accomplished and who will be responsible for these actions. The final step of the TMDL process is adopting and amending the Basin Plan to legally establish the TMDL and to specify regulatory requirements for compliance. As part of a Basin Plan amendment, waste load allocations are specified for entities that have permitted discharges.


TMDLs for polychlorinated biphenyls and mercury in San Francisco Bay have been approved by the U.S. EPA and officially incorporated into the Basin Plan. The RWQCB also adopted the San Francisco Bay Watershed Permit (Order No. R2-2012-0096) which addresses mercury and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in municipal and industrial wastewater discharges.[footnoteRef:26] [26: 	San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Waste Discharge Requirements for Mercury and PCBs from Municipal and Industrial Wastewater Discharges to San Francisco Bay, Order No. R2-2012-0096, NPDES No. CA0038849, adopted December 12, 2012. http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_decisions/
adopted_orders/2012/R2-2012-0096.pdf pdf, accessed on October 2, 2014.] 



NPDES Waste Discharge Regulations


As discussed above in Section 5.9.4.1, Federal Regulations, Section 402 of the federal CWA established the NPDES program to protect water quality of receiving waters. The NPDES program requires all facilities that discharge pollutants into waters of the United States to obtain a permit. The permit provides two levels of control – technology-based limits and water-quality-based limits – to control discharge of pollutants for the protection of water quality. Technology-based limits are based on the ability of dischargers in the same category to treat wastewater, while water quality-based limits are required if technology-based limits are not sufficient to protect the water body. Water quality-based effluent limitations required to meet water quality criteria in the receiving water are based on criteria specified in the National Toxics Rule, the California Toxics Rule, and the Basin Plan. NPDES permits must also incorporate TMDL wasteload allocations when they are developed. In California, the SWRCB and the RWQCBs implement and enforce the NPDES program.


Small MS4 General Stormwater Permit


In 2003, the SWRCB adopted the General Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4s), SWRCB Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ. An updated permit, Order No. 2013-001-DWQ, was adopted by the SWRCB on February 5, 2013 and became effective on July 1, 2013 (the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit). Areas that drain to separate stormwater collection systems in San Francisco are subject to this permit. The Mission Bay FSEIR was published in 1998, prior to passage of the first Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit.


The updated Phase II General MS4 Permit identifies specific BMPs and management measures to be addressed and requires permittees to submit a guidance document to the SWRCB documenting their strategies for complying with permit requirements. The required program includes specific elements related to program management, education and outreach on stormwater impacts, public involvement/participation, illicit discharge detection and elimination, construction site stormwater runoff and control, pollution prevention/good housekeeping for permittee operations, post-construction stormwater management for new development and re-development, water quality monitoring requirements, program effectiveness assessment, and annual reporting. For renewal permittees such as the CCSF, the guidance document must identify and describe BMPs included in their previous Stormwater Management Plan that may be more protective of water quality than the minimum requirements of the updated permit, and identify whether the permittee proposes to maintain, reduce, or cease implementation of the BMP. 


While the UCSF Mission Bay Campus utilizes the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system along with the rest of the development in Mission Bay South, the campus is considered a non-Traditional Small MS4 permittee under the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES permit. In accordance with this permit, UCSF has implemented its own management program for stormwater discharges from campus facilities. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See previous comments. This indicates the separate stormwater system has already been implemented and is being used. But elsewhere it states that the separate stormwater system has not yet been implemented.  It is not always clear in the discussion in this chapter whether stormwater would go to the separate system or the combined system. 


Southeast Plant, North Point, and Bayside Facilities NPDES Permit


The City currently holds an NPDES permit (RWQCB Order No.R2-2013-0029) adopted by the RWQCB in August 2013, that covers the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and all of the Bbaysidebayside wet-weather facilities, including CSDs to the Bay.[footnoteRef:27] The permit specifies discharge prohibitions, dry-weather effluent limitations, wet-weather effluent performance criteria, receiving water limitations, sludge management practices, and monitoring and reporting requirements. The permit prohibits overflows from the CSD structures during dry weather, and requires wet-weather overflows to comply with the nine minimum controls specified in the federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy, described above, and the City’s Long Term Control Plan. Areas in the Bayside drainage basin that drain to the City’s combined sewer system are subject to this permit. [27: 	Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. CA0037664, Order No.R2-2013-0029, for City and County of San Francisco Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant, North Point Wet Weather Facility, Bayside Wet Weather Facilities and Wastewater Collection System., adopted January 31, 2008.] 



As discussed above in Section 5.9.4.2, Federal Regulations (Federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy), the NPDES permit does not explicitly regulate the number, volume, duration, or frequency of CSDs from the combined sewer system, but instead requires that the system meets the long-term average annual design goals for CSDs from each sub-basin. Under the Long-Term Control Plan, the City must optimize operations of the combined sewer system to minimize CSD frequency, magnitude, and duration and maximize pollutant removal during wet weather and must also provide treatment of all discharges from the combined sewer system, including CSDs. The NPDES permit also requires the City to monitor the water quality of all CSDs and the efficacy of wet weather discharge controls. If the CSDs cause a violation of water quality standards in the receiving water, the City must evaluate its Long-Term Control Plan and combined sewer system operation to ensure compliance with water quality standards.


Volatile Organic Compound and Fuel General NPDES Permit 


The RWQCB has issued Order Number R2-2012-0012 which is a general permit for the discharge of extracted and treated groundwater resulting from the cleanup of groundwater polluted by volatile organic compounds and fuels (VOC and Fuel General Permit).[footnoteRef:28] The permit specifies water quality criteria for the discharges, receiving water limitations, and discharge prohibitions (including flow rate and restrictions on scouring and erosion). Monitoring requirements for demonstrating permit compliance are also specified. To obtain authorization to discharge under this permit, the discharger must submit a Notice of Intent describing the proposed discharge and treatment system and the RWQCB must issue an Authorization to Discharge once it is determined that the discharger is eligible to discharge under the permit. [28:  	San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharge or Reuse of Extracted and Treated Groundwater Resulting from the Cleanup of Groundwater Polluted by Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), Fuel Leaks and Other Related Wastes (VOC and Fuel General Permit). Order No. R2-2012-0012, NPDES No. CAG912002.] 



Local and Regional Regulations and Plans


Stormwater and Wastewater Management


SFPUC Storm Water Management Plan


San Francisco has obtained coverage under the updated Phase II General MS4 Permit described above for separate storm sewer systems under its jurisdiction. In accordance with this permit, the SFPUC is required to submit a guidance document to the SWRCB documenting its strategies for complying with permit requirements. San Francisco’s Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), prepared under the previous General MS4 Permit,[footnoteRef:29] will remain in effect until the guidance document is completed. The SWMP is comprised of six program areas that address water quality: public education and outreach, public involvement/participation, illicit discharge detection and elimination, construction site stormwater runoff control, post-construction stormwater management in new development and redevelopment, and pollution prevention/good housekeeping for municipal operations. The SWMP thereby requires implementation of a variety of stormwater pollution reduction measures that mirror these six program areas, including the implementation of stormwater BMPs (such as construction period BMPs and post-construction BMPs). [29:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco Stormwater Management Plan, Annual Report 2009 (Year 6), March 30, 2010.] 



The project area would drain to the new separate stormwater system and would be subject to all provisions and regulatory requirements set forth by the SFPUC, including compliance with the SWMP and the guidance document, once the SFPUC assumes jurisdiction over the storm sewer system. 


Stormwater Design Guidelines 


Development projects that discharge stormwater to either the combined sewer system or a separate stormwater system must comply with Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 147, which was adopted in 2010 (subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR). The SFPUC and the Port of San Francisco have developed San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines in accordance with the requirements of the Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit and Article 4.2, Section 147. [footnoteRef:30] The SFPUC is currently updating the guidelines to reflect changes in the updated Phase II General MS4 Permit. [30:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Port of San Francisco, San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, November 2009, http://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=2779, accessed on October 2, 2014.] 



The Stormwater Design Guidelines require compliance with specified stormwater management requirements and provide five tools to help project developers achieve compliance with stormwater management requirements:


· A step-by-step guide describing how to manage stormwater onsite


· A set of stormwater BMP fact sheets


· A vegetation palette to assist in BMP-appropriate plant selection


· Sizing calculators to determine the required size of each BMP


· Maintenance checklists explaining the types and frequencies of the maintenance activities associated with each BMP


In accordance with the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, developers of projects that disturb more than 5,000 square feet of ground and discharge to a separate stormwater system must implement BMPs to reduce the flow rate and volume and improve the quality of stormwater going into the separate stormwater system. For covered projects, the stormwater management approach must capture and treat rainfall from the design storm of 0.75 inches. These projects would reduce or eliminate downstream water pollution by reducing impervious cover, eliminating sources of contaminants, treating pollutants in stormwater runoff, or increasing onsite infiltration.


The SFPUC inspects stormwater BMPs once they are constructed, and any issues noted by the inspection must be corrected. The owner is responsible for completing an annual self-certification inspection, and must submit completed checklists and maintenance logs for the year to the SFPUC. In addition, the SFPUC inspects all stormwater BMPs every third year. Any issues identified by either inspection must be resolved before the SFPUC can renew the certificate of compliance. 


Projects that are required to implement the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines are also subject to review by the San Francisco Building Inspection Commission, and are subject to building codes that include provisions for managing drainage for new construction. Specifically, Section 1101.1.1 of the San Francisco Plumbing Code and Section 1503.4 of the San Francisco Building Code allow roofs and other building areas to drain to locations other than the combined sewer.


Wastewater Discharges to the Combined Sewer System


Discharges of non-sewage wastewater to the combined sewer system are subject to the permit requirements specified in Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code and supplemented by Department of Public Works Order No. 158170. The permit requires development and implementation of a pollution prevention program and specifies discharge limitations for specific chemical constituents as well as general conditions for the discharge. In addition, the discharge must meet the pretreatment standards specified in Article 4.1 and the discharger must monitor the discharge quality for compliance with permit limitations. The discharger must also submit periodic reports to the SFPUC and the CCSF conducts periodic inspections to ensure compliance.


San Francisco Sea Level Rise Guidance


As noted above, the CCSF has developed guidance for incorporating sea level rise into the planning of capital projects in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:31] The guidance presents a framework for considering the effects of sea level rise on capital projects implemented by the CCSF and selecting appropriate adaptation measures based on site-specific information. The planning process described in the guidance includes six primary steps: [31:  	City and County of San Francisco Sea Level Rise Committee, Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability and Risk to Support Adaptation. September 22, 2014. Available online at http://onesanfrancisco.org/wp-content/uploads/San%20Francisco%20SLR%20Guidance%20Adopted
%209.22.14%2012182014.pdf, accessed on February 5, 2015.] 



· Review sea level rise science


· Assess vulnerability


· Assess risk


· Plan for adaptation


· Implement adaptation measures


· Monitor


As of September 2014, the CCSF considers the NRC report as the best available science on sea level rise in California. However, the guidance acknowledges that the science of sea level rise is continually advancing and projections of sea level rise may need to be updated at some point to reflect the most updated science. Sea level rise inundation maps prepared by the SFPUC, described above in Section 5.9.3.2, Flooding, are considered the most up-to-date maps and take into account both water level rises and the temporary effects of storm surge along the shoreline based on existing topography and conditions. The guidance states that the review of available sea level science should determine whether the project site could be subject to flooding during the lifespan of the project. 


For those projects that cost $5 million or more that could be flooded during their lifespan, the guidance requires a vulnerability assessment based on the degree of flooding that could occur, the sensitivity of the project to sea level rise, and the adaptive capacity of the project site and design (the ability to adjust to sea level rise impacts without the need for substantial intervention or modification). The risk assessment takes into consideration the likelihood that the project could be adversely affected by sea level rise and the related consequences of flooding. An adaptation plan is required for projects that are found to be vulnerable to sea level rise and have a potential for substantial consequences. The plan should focus on those aspects of the project that have the greatest consequences if flooded. It should include clear accountability and trigger points for bringing adaptation strategies online as well as a well-defined process to ensure that milestones are being met and the latest science is being considered.


The CCSF sea level rise guidance document also acknowledges that there is some flexibility in how to plan for adaptations, and it may not always be feasible or cost effective to design and build for long-term potential sea level rise scenarios that are of a highly uncertain nature, such as the upper end of the NRC report range for the year 2100 (66-inches of sea level rise). In this case, the project could be designed and constructed to be resilient to the likely mid-century sea level rise (11± 4 inches by 2050). An alternative approach would be to build the project to be resilient to the likely sea level rise by 2100 (36 inches), while including adaptive capacity to be resilient to the upper range of sea level rise estimates for 2100 (66 inches).	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This indicates that the project could feasibly be designed differently to be resilient to sea level rise.  If so, this should be discussed as an alternative. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Is this an actual project alternative? If so identify what specific alternative it is. This and the previous sentence seem to indicate that it would be feasible to build the project to be resilient to these sea level rise scenarios.  Not sure whether that is true or whether those options are analyzed. If these options are discussed elsewhere, please include a reference to that discussion.  


Under CEQA, the CCSF considers city projects that could be vulnerable to 100-year flooding in combination with sea level rise during their lifespan to have a significant risk related to flooding.


San Francisco Floodplain Management 


San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements are specified in the San Francisco Administrative Code, Article XX, Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285. For buildings located within a flood-prone area, this code requires the following:


· The building must be adequately anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement.


· The building must be constructed with materials and utility equipment that is resistant to flood damage, and with methods and practices that minimize flood damage.


· Electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, and air conditioning equipment must be designed or located to prevent water from entering or accumulating within the components during flooding.


· All water supply and sanitary sewage systems must be designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters into the system as well as discharges from the systems into floodwaters. 


For projects located in areas that could be prone to flooding from the combined sewer system during wet weather, the SFPUC may require additional actions such as provision of a pump station for sewage flows, raised elevation of entryways, special sidewalk construction, and deep gutters.[footnoteRef:32] [32:  	San Francisco Planning Department, Planning Director Bulletin No. 4, Review of Project Identified in Areas Prone to Flooding.] 



Trash Management


Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code, Garbage and Refuse, requires that properties have appropriate containers placed in appropriate locations for the collection of refuse. In accordance with this article, the refuse containers must be constructed with tight fitting lids or sealed enclosures, and the contents of the container may not extend above the top of the rim. The property owner must also have adequate refuse collection service. Article 6 also prohibits the dumping of refuse onto any streets or lands within San Francisco.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to hydrology and water quality if it were to:


· Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;


· Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;


· Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; or


· Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam.


The analysis of violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements discussed in Impact HY-6 below also addresses the following significance criterion from Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems: 


· Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board.


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the hydrology and water quality analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, pp. 86 through 98), which also explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts previously identified in the 1998 FSEIR on hydrology and water quality with respect to degradation of water quality during construction (Impact HY-1); depletion of groundwater and interference with groundwater recharge (Impact HY-2); alteration of drainage patterns (Impact HY-3); placement of housing within a 100-year flood zone; placement of structures within a 100-year flood zone (Impact HY-4); and flooding as a result of failure of a levee or dam; and inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow (Impact HY-5). Therefore, no further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section. The hydrology and water quality section of the Initial Study determined that all construction-related hydrology and water quality impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant. 


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Construction Impacts


Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, the project sponsor conducted additional evaluation of dewatering requirements during construction and provided additional information regarding construction dewatering discharge options. This section presents a revised analysis of the water quality impacts of groundwater discharges based on the additional information. The analysis assumes that construction dewatering activities would be conducted in compliance with all applicable regulations, and the impact would be considered less than significant if proposed dewatering activities would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise degrade water quality. All other construction-related impacts of the proposed project are unchanged from what is presented in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOPIS).


Operational Impacts


This section addresses two impacts associated with long-term operation of the proposed project. The first impact analyzes the potential for project-related changes in wastewater and stormwater to result in water quality effects; this impact addresses related significance criteria and is broken down into various aspects of wastewater and stormwater management. The second impact analyzes the potential for flooding impacts as related to sea level rise. The approach to analyzing these impacts is shown below relative to the applicable significance criteria:


Exceed wastewater treatment requirements, violate water quality standard or waste discharge requirement, exceed the capacity of a storm drainage system, provide a substantial source of stormwater pollutants, or substantially degrade water quality: Because stormwater and wastewater are conveyed in the same set of pipes within the Bayside drainage basin of the City’s combined sewer system, described above in the Setting, the hydrology and water quality impacts related to changes in stormwater and wastewater flows are combined under one impact statement. This analysis is related to the analysis presented in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, which evaluates impacts related to the capacity of wastewater or stormwater facilities, but this impact analysis focuses primarily on the potential to affect water quality. The impact analysis is broken down as described below.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See Global Comment above.  Wouldn’t stormwater be conveyed in a separate system? Below the text states that “all stormwater would be diverted to the separate stormwater system.”


· Dry weather flows to combined sewer system: The analysis considers whether the project would contribute additional wastewater to the City’s combined sewer system to the extent that the contribution would cause the system to exceed the treatment requirements (with respect to volume and treatment level) or other permit requirements of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB NPDES permit for the SFPUC's Bayside wastewater facilities. The impact is considered less than significant if the increase in dry weather flows remains within the treatment capacity of the SEWPCP.


· Wet weather flows to combined sewer system: The impact analysis examines whether project-related increases in wastewater flows would contribute to combined sewer discharges during wet weather. The impact is considered less than significant if the increased flows would not increase the frequency of combined sewer discharges above the long-term average specified in the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and Bbaysidebayside wet-weather facilities.


· Effluent discharges from SEWPCP: For the analysis of impacts related to changes in the quality of effluent discharges from the SEWPCP, the analysis considers whether discharges of wastewater to the combined sewer system would cause effluent quality to exceed the discharge limitations of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP. If not, the impact is considered less than significant. 


· Direct discharges of stormwater runoff and storm drainage capacity: The analysis considers whether the post-construction flows would be within the capacity of the newly constructed separate stormwater system in Mission Bay South or provide an additional source of stormwater pollutants that could degrade water quality. The impact is considered less than significant if the flows would be within the capacity of the stormwater system, and would not result in an additional source of stormwater pollutants.


· Litter: The analysis considers whether compliance with regulatory requirements for trash management would prevent substantial water quality degradation from litter that could be transported to the Bay via stormwater runoff or wind. If so, the impact is considered less than significant.


Expose people or structures to a significant risk from future flooding: The analysis considers whether people or structures on the project site could be exposed to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding as a result of sea level rise in combination with storm surge and extreme tides. The impact is considered less than significant if the project site would not be inundated during a 100-year coastal flood within the life of the project, or if the project would conform to flood resistant building standards and be capable of adapting to future flood hazard conditions. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Cumulative impacts related to combined sewer discharges and stormwater system inadequacies in the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins could ultimately affect the water quality of Lower San Francisco Bay. Accordingly, the geographic scope of cumulative water quality impacts includes areas that drain to the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins. The cumulative analysis utilizes a list-based approach to analyze the effects of the project in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in this geographic area, including full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and implementation of the UCSF Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), and assumes that construction and operations of other projects in the geographical area would have to comply with the same regulatory requirements as the project. The analysis then considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with project implementation in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the geographical area, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Add a reference to the list of projects considered in the cumulative analysis.  


Impact Evaluation


Impacts HY-1 to HY-5: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS), which includes all construction-related impacts of the proposed project, except that Impact HY-1 is modified below to account for new information regarding groundwater discharges during construction-related dewatering.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact HY-1a: The project would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality with respect to construction-related dewatering. (Less than Significant)


Impact HY-1 of the Initial Study evaluated the potential for groundwater dewatering discharges during construction to violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, the project sponsor developed additional information regarding construction dewatering discharge options.


Water Quality Effects of Groundwater Dewatering During Construction


Construction dewatering is expected to last approximately nine months. The initial estimated and peak water discharge rate is 1,850 gallons per minute (gpm) and would last three to four days.[footnoteRef:33] By the end of the first week, the discharge rate would decrease to about 300 gpm, and by the end of the second week, to about 100 gpm. By the end of the initial 45-day construction period, the discharge rate would decrease to approximately 30 to 40 gpm, and this rate is expected to last for the remaining duration of the dewatering period, approximately seven and a half months. The three two potential construction dewatering discharge options are: (1) directly discharging to the City's combined sewer system; (2) installing an on-site dewatering treatment system and discharging the treated water to the Bay if the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station would be exceeded with the discharge; and (32332) a combination of discharging the treated water to the Bay and to the City’s combined sewer systemthe first two options.  [33:  	Shipman, Dorinda and Kimbrel, Elizabeth, Langan Treadwell Rollo, 2015. Memorandum to Kate Aufhauser, Golden State Warriors and Clarke Miller, Strada Investment Group regarding Construction Dewatering Discharge Options, Golden State Warriors Arena, San Francisco, California. February 17, 2015.] 



If discharged to the combined sewer system, the discharges would be subject to the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. This ordinance is found in Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the combined sewer system. In accordance with Article 4.1 and Order No. 158170, the discharge permit would contain appropriate discharge standards and may require installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain contaminants related to past site activities, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the construction contractors would be required to treat the groundwater as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge to the combined sewer system, and discharge rates would be controlled so that the capacity of the sewer system would not be exceeded.


If discharged directly to the Bay, the discharges would be subject to permitting requirements of the RWQCB under the VOC and Fuel General NPDES permit, described in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations, which specifies water quality criteria and monitoring requirements for discharges of extracted and treated groundwater. Accordingly, under this option, the project sponsor or its contractors would be required to submit a Notice of Intent to the RWQCB describing the proposed discharge and treatment system, and the RWQCB must issue an Authorization to Discharge once it is determined that the discharger is eligible to discharge under the permit. The contractors would install an on-site treatment system that includes settling tanks for removal of sediments and treatment for hydrocarbons and metals. A treatability study would be conducted prior to discharge to demonstrate that the treatment system can effectively meet the discharge limitations.[footnoteRef:34] The treated water would likely be discharged through a stormwater swale or outfall pipe either downstream of Pump Station SDPS-1 or downstream of Pump Station SDPS-5 (both are part of the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system) shown on Figure 5.7-2. Regular influent and effluent water quality monitoring would be conducted to demonstrate permit compliance. [34: 	Ibid.] 



The combined option could include directing a portion of the initial discharges to the Bay as described above until flows have subsided to the point that they are within the capacity and meet influent constituent concentration requirements of the Mariposa pPump sStation.pump station. Discharges to both the Bay and the combined sewer system would be subject to the same permitting requirements as described above. For water discharged to the combined sewer system, the discharges would be subject to the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. This ordinance is found in Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the combined sewer system. In accordance with Article 4.1 and Order No. 158170, the discharge permit would contain appropriate discharge standards and may require installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain contaminants related to past site activities, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the construction contractors would be required to treat the groundwater as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge to the combined sewer system, and discharge rates would be controlled so that the capacity of the sewer system would not be exceeded. Discharges to the Bay would be subject to the same permitting requirement described above.


With discharge to the combined sewer system in accordance with the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance as supplemented by Order No. 158170, or discharge to the Bay in accordance with the VOC and Fuel General NPDES permit as authorized by the RWQCB, water quality impacts related to a violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of groundwater produced during construction‐related dewatering would be less than significant.


Mitigation: None required.


Comparison of Impact HY-1 (revised) to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that water quality impacts associated with groundwater discharges during construction-related discharges would be less than significant with discharge to the combined sewer system in accordance with Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170. While the anticipated flow rates could temporarily exceed those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the discharge would be subject to Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170 or the VOC and Fuel General NPDES permit, which would ensure that the discharges do not exceed water quality criteria or cause water quality degradation. Therefore, the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts on water quality from construction-related dewatering activities than previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operation


Impact HY-6: Operation of the proposed project could exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP,;; violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, otherwise substantially degrade water quality as a result of changes in wastewater and stormwater discharges to the Bay;,; or exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay, or provide a substantial source of polluted runoff. Operation of the proposed project would not contribute to a substantial increase in combined sewer discharges. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


This impact discussion covers multiple sources of potential effects on water quality and is broken down as follows: dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only) to the combined sewer system; wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater) to the combined sewer system; effluent discharges from the SEWPCP; direct discharges of stormwater runoff and storm drainage capacity; and litter. 


Dry Weather Flows to the Combined Sewer System


The sewer analysis for the proposed project estimates that the total average wastewater flow would be 0.164 mgd and the peak wastewater flows would be 1.074 mgd.[footnoteRef:35] During dry weather (typically, May 1 to October 15), all wastewater generated from the proposed project would be conveyed to and treated at the SEWPCP, which currently has available dry-weather treatment capacity of about 24.5 mgd, as described above in Section 5.9.3.1, Combined Sewer System. The average flow from the project would be less than 0.7 percent of the remaining dry-weather treatment capacity of the SEWPCP, and the peak daily flow would be approximately 4.4 percent of the available capacity. Therefore, during dry weather, impacts related to exceeding the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco RWQCB would be less than significant. [35:  	BKF Engineers, 2015. Water and Sewer Analyses for Golden State Warriors Arena @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. January 9.] 



Wet Weather Flows to the Combined Sewer System	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See Global Comment above regarding the separate stormwater system.  There should be a better explanation why stormwater would be directed to the combined system in certain scenarios, but not others.  . 


During wet weather (typically October 15 to April 30), there is a wide variation in volume of wastewater flow to the combined sewer system due to the addition of stormwater to the sanitary sewage flows. During severe rainstorms, the increased wet weather flows can exceed the combined 400 mgd treatment capacity of the Bayside wet weather facilities and the 125 -million gallon capacity of the transport and storage boxes. Under the proposed project, stormwater at the project site would be diverted to the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system, which would be a decrease of stormwater flows to the combined sewer system compared to existing conditions. Sanitary sewage would be conveyed to the combined sewer system during both wet and dry weather, and the increase in sanitary sewage would represent an incremental increase in wastewater volume from the project site compared to existing conditions. This increase could affect the overall combined sewer system’s wet weather operations in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin when the wastewater flows are added to the existing wastewater and stormwater flows from other portions of the Mariposa sub-basin. While the combined sewer system is currently in compliance with applicable regulations and permits for discharges to the Bay, the Mariposa subbasin has historically exceeded the long-term average design goal for CSDs (see Section 5.9.3.1, above, regarding the existing conditions of the City's combined sewer system).


Existing average wastewater flows from development projects completed within the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system as of February 2015 are approximately 1.21 mgd, including 0.31 mgd of existing flows from UCSF.[footnoteRef:36] Assuming average flows of 0.16 mgd from the project site in combination with these flows, the total average flows to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station would be 1.38 mgd. Conservatively assuming that all 1.074 mgd of the peak wastewater flows from the project site would discharge to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station, the total combined flows could be up to 2.28 mgd. [36:  	Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. 2015. Combined Sewer Impact Analysis, Golden State Warriors Arena EIR. February 18.] 



Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. analyzed the effect of project-related increases in wastewater discharges on CSDs from the Mariposa sub-basin using the DPW’s Hydrocalc planning model.[footnoteRef:37] The modeling report is included as Appendix HYD of this SEIR. Using the wastewater flows described above and standard rainfall assumptions used by the DPW, the model estimated the annual average frequency, volume, and duration of CSDs that would occur once the Mariposa wet and dry-weather pump stations reach the combined capacity of 11.2 mgd under existing and project conditions. The model estimates that under existing conditions, CSDs from the Mariposa sub-basin occur approximately 10 times per year with an average volume of 5.34 million gallons and duration of 17.2 hours.  [37:  	Ibid.] 



The model analyzed the effects of discharging the average flows from the proposed project in combination with the existing average flows in the drainage area. Under this scenario, the frequency of CSDs would not increase, but the volume of the CSDs would increase from 5.34 to 5.63 million gallons and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 17.3 hours. All CSDs would receive the equivalent of primary treatment in the Mariposa transport and storage structure prior to discharge to the Bay. As a worst case, the model also assumed that peak project-related wastewater flows would occur during every large storm which is an unlikely scenario (i.e., the model assumed that there would be a capacity event at the event center at the exact same time as every large storm of the rainy season). However, even using this worst case scenario, there would be no increase in the frequency of CSDs with the addition of peak project-related flows, but the volume of the CSDs would increase from 5.34 to 7.20 million gallons and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 19.4 hours. Under all conditions, all CSDs would receive the equivalent of primary treatment in the Mariposa transport and storage structure prior to discharge to the Bay.


As discussed in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations, the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and all of the Bbaysidebayside wet-weather facilities does not limit the specific annual number of CSD events. Instead, the permit acknowledges that some years are wetter than others and requires that the combined sewer system is designed and constructed based on meeting the specified long-term average number of CSDs from each sub-basin. Therefore, the NPDES permit allows the limitation ofanan annual average of 10 CSDs for the Mariposa sub-basin to be exceeded in any particular year, as long as the long-term average of 10 CSDS per year is met. Because average and peak wastewater flows from the project site would not increase the frequency of CSD events from the Mariposa subbasin and would be consistent with the requirements of the NPDES permit, project-level water quality impacts related to contributions to an increase in CSD frequency would be less than significant. 


Effluent Discharges from the SEWPCP


Consistent with what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, some wastewater discharges associated with future uses at the project site could involve the discharge of some pollutants not typically associated with most other San Francisco discharges. If improperly handled, discharges of unusual chemicals such as radioactive materials and biohazardous materials to the SEWPCP could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, which would be a potentially significant impact. While these discharges would be regulated under Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mitigation Measure K.2 requiring facilities anticipated to have a potentially significant discharge of pollutants to the sanitary sewer to install sampling ports to facilitate sampling to monitor discharge quality. At this time, it is not known specifically what uses might occupy the proposed office development at Blocks 29-32, and the possibility of uses that would handle radioactive or biohazardous materials cannot be precluded. Thus, as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, in the event that there could be future activities that handle radioactive or biohazardous materials, implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 (same as Mitigation Measure M-HY-6) would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation.


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity 


Currently, approximately half of the project site is paved, and the rest is undeveloped. Runoff from portions of the paved and unpaved areas drain to perimeter streets, but a majority of runoff is contained in a low lying area within the site. There are no storm drains on the site. The runoff that drains to the perimeter streets currently flows to the combined sewer system. 


Under the proposed project, all stormwater would be diverted to the separate stormwater system being constructed by the master developer for Mission Bay South. Discharges of stormwater from the project site to the separate stormwater system would be subject to the regulatory requirements of the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit, Section 147 of Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, and the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines, all of which were adopted since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR and are described in Section 5.9.4, Regulatory Framework. Accordingly, the project sponsor would be required to implement BMPs to improve the quality of stormwater entering the stormwater system. The stormwater management approach must capture and treat rainfall from the design storm of 0.75 inches and include measures to reduce or eliminate downstream water pollution by reducing impervious cover, eliminating sources of contaminants, treating pollutants in stormwater runoff, or increasing onsite infiltration. The project would primarily utilize two Low Impact Development (LID) strategies to achieve the requirements for capture and treatment of stormwater: green roofs on several buildings, rainwater harvesting, and flow-through biotreatment planters. Treated water from these facilities would be directed to proposed on-site storm drains, which would connect to the separate stormwater collection system in the adjacent streets. 


Implementation of BMPs and other stormwater control measures as required by the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit; Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 147; and the City's Stormwater Design Guidelines would ensure that the project does not contribute to an increase in discharge of stormwater pollutants to the Bay in discharges from the separate stormwater system. Therefore, impacts related to degradation of water quality and providing an additional source of stormwater pollutants are less than significant in relation to direct stormwater discharges. 


As described in Impact C-UT-3 in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the Mission Bay South stormwater system is designed to convey runoff from a 5-year storm event under build-out conditions. While the project would increase runoff relative to existing conditions because the amount of impervious surfaces would be increased, the volume of offsite stormwater discharges would be consistent with the projected build-out condition that the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system was designed to serve. Therefore, stormwater runoff from the project would not exceed the capacity of the stormwater system and this impact would be less than significant.


Litter


The proposed public use of the project site as an event center could increase the potential for litter. In accordance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code, Garbage and Refuse, the project sponsor would be required to place containers in appropriate locations for the collection of refuse. In accordance with this article, the refuse containers must be constructed with tight fitting lids or sealed enclosures, and the contents of the container may not extend above the top of the rim. The project sponsor must also have adequate refuse collection service. Further, Article 6 prohibits the dumping of refuse onto any streets or lands within San Francisco. 


The project would also be required to comply with several City ordinances which would decrease the amount of non-degradable trash generated under the proposed project, as discussed in Section 11 of the Initial Study, Utilities and Service Systems (see Appendix NOP-IS). The San Francisco Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance requires facilities to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash, and the Food Service Waste Reduction Ordinance prohibits any establishment that serves food prepared in San Francisco from using polystyrene foam (Styrofoam) to-go containers. This ordinance also requires that any containers used in the City’s programs be either recyclable or compostable. 


Compliance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code and the City ordinances described above would reduce the amount of non-recyclable and non-compostable wastes produced during events, and would ensure that adequate containers and refuse service are provided. This would reduce the potential for transport of litter to the separate stormwater system (including the UCSF MS-4) and Bay via wind or stormwater runoff. Furthermore, as indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project sponsor would implement a number of event center site management practices to minimize potential disruption associated with event center operations, including the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy. This policy includes the following provision:


· Employees of the establishment shall walk a 100-foot radius from the premises sometime between 30 minutes after closing time and 8:00 a.m. the following morning, and shall pick up and dispose of any discarded beverage containers and other trash left by area nighttime entertainment patrons.


Therefore, for reasons stated above, water quality impacts related to littering would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact HY-6, Water Quality Impact Analysis


Impact HY-6 describes potential water quality impacts of the proposed project related to dry weather wastewater flows and compliance with the wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB; wet weather wastewater flows; effluent discharges from the SEWPCP; direct discharges of stormwater; and litter. The analysis determined that project-related effects on dry weather wastewater flows would be less than significant because the wastewater flows would be within the remaining capacity of the SEWPCP. Impacts related to wet weather flows and CSDs were determined to be less than significant because the discharge of project-related peak wastewater flows would not result in an increase in frequency of CSD events from the Mariposa sub-basin. 


Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP. Impacts related to direct discharges of stormwater and litter would be less than significant due to compliance with existing regulations and implementation of proposed event center site management practices. 


Mitigation Measure M-HY-6. Wastewater Sampling Ports


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.2. Participate in the City’s existing Water Pollution Prevention Program. Facilitate implementation of the City’s Water Pollution Prevention Program by providing and installing wastewater sampling ports in any building anticipated to have a potentially significant discharge of pollutants to the sanitary sewer, as determined by the Water Pollution Prevention Program of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Bureau of Environmental Regulation and Management (WPPP),, and in locations as determined in consultation with the WPPP.


Comparison of Impact HY-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Dry-Weather Flows to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that, based on anticipated land uses as offices, the estimated total wastewater flow from the project site would be an average of 0.192 mgd and a peak of 0.578 mgd. The average flows for the proposed project would be less than analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, but the peak flows would be almost two times greater than previously anticipated. Although the project would result in a somewhat more severe impact than analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the impact would remain less than significant because the dry-weather flows would be within the capacity of the SEWPCP. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to dry weather flows to the combined sewer system than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Wet Weather Flows to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR anticipated that stormwater within the reconfigured Central sub-basin would be collected in a separate stormwater system and wastewater flows generated within this basin would be conveyed in the City’s combined sewer system. The Mission Bay FSEIR also anticipated that both stormwater and wastewater flows generated in the Mariposa sub-basin would be conveyed to the combined sewer system. With this configuration, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that increases in combined sewer discharges and associated pollutants were anticipated in the Mariposa and Islais Creek discharge locations. The Mission Bay Plan’s contribution to an increase in the frequency, volume, or duration of combined sewer discharges would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 requiring the master developer and SFPUC to consider sewer improvements to avoid increases in CSD volumes. 


The master developer has proceeded with implementation of Mitigation Scenario B described in the FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253) and described in Section 5.9.2.3 (FSEIR Mitigation Approach), above. This scenario includes separating the stormwater collection system and sanitary sewer in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin as well as in the reconfigured Central sub-basin as originally planned in the FSEIR. Because none of the stormwater from Mission Bay South would be discharged to the combined sewer system, the Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that this mitigation approach would reduce the total Bayside CSD volume by 33 million gallons per year. 


As discussed above, under the worst case conditions analyzed, discharge of the peak wastewater flows from the project site could increase the volume of each CSD from the Mariposa sub-basin by about 1.9 million gallons but would not increase the frequency of CSD events from this sub-basin. While the project would result in slightly more severe effects than analyzed in the FSEIR, this impact would be less than significant because the existing frequency of CSD events would not be exceeded and would be within the limitations of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and bBaysidebayside wet-weather facilities. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to CSD events than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Effluent Discharges from SEWPCP. The FSEIR concluded that UCSF and some commercial or industrial operations may involve the discharge of some pollutants not typically associated with most other San Francisco discharges, and discharges from these businesses could potentially result in a violation of the NDPES permit. The FSEIR identified Mitigation Measure K.2 in the Hydrology and Water Quality section requiring facilities with these discharges to install sampling ports to facilitate demonstration of compliance with discharge limitations. The proposed project could involve some of the same land uses, but as discussed above would require implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2 from the FSEIR. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that with the sewer system improvements proposed as part of the Plan, including reconfiguration of the Central and Mariposa sub-basins and construction of a separate stormwater system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, the Mission Bay Plan would accommodate the projected changes to stormwater flows. Impacts related to exceeding the capacity of the stormwater system would be less than significant. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that the direct stormwater discharges under the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on the quality of near-shore waters of the Bay and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). The project’s contribution would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure K.4 requiring treatment of all separate stormwater discharges. 


As described above, stormwater discharges from the project would discharge to the Mission Bay South stormwater system constructed in accordance with Mitigation Scenario B described in the FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253). This separate stormwater system provides treatment of stormwater discharges at each of the five outfalls. Further, stormwater discharges from the project site would be subject to the regulatory requirements of the SWRCB and City which require treatment of stormwater before it is discharged to a separate stormwater system. Therefore, the project would result in less severe water quality impacts than analyzed in the FSEIR related to direct stormwater discharges, and the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to stormwater runoff and discharges than was previously identified. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.5 requires implementation of an individual stormwater management program that utilizes BMPs for Mission Bay until the Phase II regulations become final and Mission Bay is included in the City’s stormwater management program. However, subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the SWRCB adopted the General Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems. The CCSF also adopted Section 147 of Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code in 2010 and published the associated Stormwater Design Guidelines. Discharges of stormwater from the project site to the separate storm sewer would be required to comply with these regulatory requirements as further described above. Therefore, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.5 is not applicable to the proposed project.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.5 in the Community Services and Utilities section required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay drainage sub-basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. However, as discussed in Section 5.7 of this SEIR, Utilities and Service Systems, this mitigation measure is no longer warranted for the proposed project because the project would discharge stormwater to the separate stormwater system being constructed in accordance with the approved Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


_________________________


Impact HY-7: Operation of the proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding. (Less than Significant)


Existing grades at the project site range from -1 to +3 feet SFD (10 to 14 feet NAVD88). As discussed in Impact HY-4 of the Initial Study (see pp. 102 to 103 of the Initial Study in Appendix NOP-IS ), the project site is not located within a 100-year flood zone depicted on San Francisco’s interim flood maps prepared in 2008. The project site is also generally above the projected 2050 flood elevation of -0.6 feet SFD (11 feet NAVD88), which combines 12 inches of sea level rise with the effects of a 100-year storm surge. Thus, as shown on Figure 5.9-3 and described in the Setting, the project site would not be subject to flooding in 2050 with projected sea level rise.[footnoteRef:38] In addition, the project site would not be flooded during daily high tide conditions (MHHW) with the 36 inches of sea level rise that is expected by 2100.  [38:  	Note that the green zone shown within the project site on Figure 5.9-3 is the open excavation that is not hydrologically connected to the Bay or flooding zones and would be filled when the site is developed.] 



However, when the effects of a 100-year storm surge are considered in combination with 36 inches of sea level rise, the flood elevation would be 1.5 feet SFD (13 feet NAVD88), and the site at its existing grade could be temporarily flooded to depths of up to about 2.5 feet. This is consistent with the SFPUC mapping depicted on Figure 5.9-4, which shows flooding depths at 2foot intervals and indicates that the site could be temporarily flooded to depths of between 2 and 4 feet.[footnoteRef:39] Thus, the project site could be prone to flooding by 2100 based on projected sea level rise in combination with the effects of storm surge. [39:  	Note that greater inundation depths are indicated on Figure 5.9-4 in the area of the open excavation, but this excavation would be filled when the site is developed.] 



However, as noted in the Setting, this flooding scenario is based on 2010/2011 topographic conditions and assumes that no site-specific flood protection measures such as filling to raise the grade of low lying areas or area-wide measures such as construction of berms, levees or seawalls would be implemented to protect the project site or surrounding area during the intervening period. As such, it is likely that the actual flood zone would be different by 2100 than what is illustrated on Figure 5.9-4 under built conditions, and the actual flood zone would include only those areas of the site with ground elevations below the flood elevation of 1.5 feet SFD (13 feet NAVD88) that are not protected by area-wide flood protection measures.


Development in the flood zone could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death unless designed and constructed in accordance with flood resistant building standards. San Francisco’s Floodplain Management Ordinance (Chapter 2A, Article XX, Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) provides standards for building in flood prone areas. For building sites in flood prone areas, Section 2A.283 (b)(1) specifically requires that:


· The building must be adequately anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement.


· The building must be constructed with materials and utility equipment that is resistant to flood damage, and with methods and practices that minimize flood damage.


· Electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, and air conditioning equipment must be designed or located to prevent water from entering or accumulating within the components during flooding.


· All water supply and sanitary sewage systems must be designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters into the system as well as discharges from the systems into floodwaters. 


The Floodplain Management Ordinance is applicable only in areas that are designated by the City Administrator as susceptible to being inundated by a 100-year flood. At present, the City’s designated 100-year flood zone is that shown on the 2008 interim flood map, which does not consider projected sea level rise and does not therefore include the project site. As such, the Floodplain Management Ordinance does not apply to the project site.


However, although it is not subject to the San Francisco Floodplain Management Ordinance, the project would be designed and constructed consistent with flood-resistant building standards or, in some cases, to be capable of adapting to meet these standards when needed in the future in recognition of future flood hazards due to sea level rise. These features or strategies that have been incorporated in the project design include:


· Locating the base of the main event center entry at an elevation of 10 feet SFD (21 feet NAVD88), which would be 8.5 feet above the projected flood elevation in 2100. Access to office and retail uses from the main plaza would be provided at this elevation.


· Raising pedestrian access and outdoor areas to an elevation of 10 feet SFD (21 feet NAVD88)),, which would be 8.5 feet above the projected flood elevation in 2100. These areas include the Third Street Plaza, main pedestrian path around the event center, Bayfront Overlook, and Bayfront Terrace. The project would also provide access to the upper floors of the Food Hall from the elevated pedestrian path.


· Locating the base of the secondary arena entry on the southeast portion of the event center at an elevation of 26 feet SFD (37 feet NAVD88), 24.5 feet above the projected flood elevation in 2100, and making it accessible from the elevated pedestrian path or stairs from the southeast plaza.


· Providing expanded height first floors in the retail uses and lobbies in the South Street and 16th Street buildings, Food Hall, and buildings fronting Terry Francois Boulevard which would provide space to raise the floor level above the projected flood elevation.


· Eliminating Minimizing to the extent feasible the number of building wall penetrations below an elevation of 3.5 feet SFD (15 feet NAVD88), which is two feet higher than the projected flood elevation in 2100 where feasible, to preclude inside flooding. 


· Waterproofing the below ground features to address fluctuations in groundwater levels that may result from sea level rise.


· Designing the water supply and wastewater facilities to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters as well as discharges from these systems into flood waters. 


Three components of the proposed project would be constructed below ground, and would also be below the projected flood elevation in 2100. These include the team practice courts at an elevation of -14 feet SFD (-32332.7 feet NAVD88), the below grade parking and loading dock at an elevation of -10.7 feet SFD (10110.6 foot NAVD88), and the event level (floor of the basketball court) at an elevation of - 6 feet SFD (5.3 feet NAVD88). To prevent inundation of these areas by flood waters, the garage and loading dock entries would be designed to allow future installation of floodgates and a solid curb could be constructed alongside landscaped areas to prevent flood flows from encroaching onto the site. Sand bags could also be available to provide temporary protection from future flooding. 


Mechanical systems for the event center that would be located in the below-grade parking could also be flooded by 2100. However, the project design includes providing space for emergency pumps in these areas, including the area adjacent to the mechanical systems. Further, the mechanical systems could be moved to areas of the site that are above future flood levels if necessary. 


The project features described above would be consistent with San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements specified in the San Francisco Administrative Code, Article XX, Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285 and discussed in the Setting. In addition, the stormwater bioretention areas and stormwater drain inlets located along the property perimeter would facilitate drainage of flood waters. Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the planned waterfront park to the east would also serve as a buffer for the project site against coastal flooding. 


While the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100, the project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Therefore, impacts related to flooding would be less than significant. 


Mitigation: None required.


Comparison of Impact HY-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that portions of the Mission Bay Plan area could be subject to inundation as a result of sea level rise and included Mitigation Measures K.6a through K.6f for structures proposed below an elevation of 1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88). The mitigation required implementation of construction specifications to address effects of sea level rise that would be based on specific flood protection and engineering and building analyses by a licensed engineer where structures are proposed below an elevation of 1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88).


Elevations at the project site range from approximately -1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88) to +3 feet SFD (14 feet NAVD88),[footnoteRef:40] however some of the project components would extend below grade. The SFPUC inundation maps completed in 2014 have provided a more detailed assessment of areas of the project site that could be inundated due to sea level rise and indicate an area greater than previously anticipated in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, the above-described measures that are incorporated into the project design fulfill the requirements of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.6, which is no longer warranted for the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those identified in the FSEIR regarding flooding from sea level rise. [40:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.] 



_________________________


Cumulative Impacts	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There should be a reference to the projects considered in this cumulative analysis.  Above the text states that the list approach was used so add a reference to the list of projects. 


Impact C-HY-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


[bookmark: _Toc300726443]_________________________


Impact C-HY-2: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP; violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality as a result of changes in wastewater and stormwater discharges to the Bay; or exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay, or provide a substantial source of polluted runoff. Cumulative wet weather flows would not contribute to an increase in combined sewer discharges. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to the wastewater treatment requirements of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP and contributions to CSDs could occur within the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins. Accordingly, the geographic scope of cumulative impacts related to these topics is the geographical area that drains to the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins.


Impacts related to exceeding the capacity of the stormwater system and providing additional sources of stormwater pollutants could occur within the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system. Accordingly, the geographic scope of cumulative impacts related to this topic is the geographical area that drains to the separate stormwater system.


The geographical scope for littering includes all of Lower San Francisco Bay, which is listed as an impaired water body for trash.


Dry Weather Flows to Combined Sewer System


As discussed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the SFPUC estimates that under full build out of [_______],, average wastewater flows to the Mariposa sub-basin would be 1.69 mgd and peak wastewater flows would total 4.8 mgd, including flows from the proposed project.[footnoteRef:41] During dry weather (typically, May 1 to October 15), all wastewater generated in the Mariposa sub-basin would be conveyed to and treated at the SEWPCP, which currently has available dry-weather capacity of about 24.5 mgd, as described above in Section 5.9.3.1, Combined Sewer System. The average flow at full build out of [____________] would be less than 7 percent of the available dry-weather capacity of the SEWPCP, and the peak daily flow would be approximately 20 percent. Therefore, during dry weather, cumulative impacts related to exceeding the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco RWQCB would be less than significant. [41:  	Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. 2015. Combined Sewer Impact Analysis, Golden State Warriors Arena EIR. February 18.] 



Wet Weather Flow to Combined Sewer System


Existing average wastewater flows from development projects completed within the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system as of February 2015 are approximately 1.21 mgd, including 0.31 mgd of existing flows from UCSF.[footnoteRef:42] Assuming the addition of average flow from the proposed project and average flows from future developments at full build out of Mission Bay South, the average cumulative flows to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station would be 1.69 mgd. Conservatively assuming that all 1.074 mgd of the peak wastewater flows from the project site would discharge to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station, the total combined flows would total approximately 2.766 mgd at full build out. As described in Impact HY-6, above, Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. analyzed the effect of cumulative increases in wastewater discharges on CSDs from the Mariposa sub-basin using the San Francisco DPW’s Hydrocalc planning model.[footnoteRef:43] The modeling report is included as Appendix HYD of this SEIR. Using the wastewater flows described above and standard rainfall assumptions used by the DPW, the model estimated the annual average frequency, volume and duration of CSDs that would occur once the Mariposa wet and dry-weather pump stations reach the combined capacity of 11.2 mgd. Considering average flows within the Mariposa sub-basin and project site, the model estimated that under cumulative conditions, the number of CSD events would not increase, but the volume of the CSDs would increase from 5.34 to 6.32 million gallons and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 18.2 hours. Considering peak flows from the project site, the frequency of CSDs would increase from 10 to 11, the average volume would increase from 5.34 to 7.98 million gallons, and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 21.8 hours.  [42:  	Ibid.]  [43:  	Ibid.] 



As noted in Impact HY-6, the model analyzed worst-case conditions assuming that project-related peak wastewater flows would occur concurrently with each large rainstorm. However, these conditions would not be expected to occur on a regular basis, if at all. Therefore, cumulative conditions would not likely result in exceeding the long-term annualAs explained above, the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and all of the bayside wet-weather facilities does not limit the specific annual number of CSD events. Instead, the permit acknowledges that some years are wetter than others and requires that the combined sewer system is designed and constructed based on meeting the specified long-term average number of CSDs from each sub-basin. Thus, the NPDES permit allows an annual average of 10 CSDs for the Mariposa sub-basin to be exceeded in any particular year, as long as the long-term average is met. Therefore, cumulative conditions would not likely result in exceeding long-term average of 10 CSDs allowed for the Mariposa sub-basin in the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, North Point Wet Weather Facility, and bBaysidebayside wet-weather facilities. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to contributions to an increase in CSD frequency would be less than significant. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: An increase in the frequency of CSDs from 10 to 11 seems to indicate a potential impact.  Added text to clarify that this would still not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the NPDES permit. Please verify. 


Further, as discussed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the SFPUC will be constructing future improvements to increase the capacity of the Mariposa pPump sStationpump station and associated facilities, and this would increase the amount of wastewater that could be conveyed to the SEWPCP and Northpoint Wet Weather facilities for treatment, resulting in a corresponding reduction in CSD volumes from the Mariposa sub-basin (see Impacts C-UT-2 and C-UT-4).


Effluent Discharges from SEWPCP


As discussed in Impact HY-6, if the proposed office space includes biotech uses, the project could result in discharge of biohazardous and radioactive materials that, if improperly handled, could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP. The cumulative effects of wastewater discharges containing such materials could result in an exceedance of the NPDES discharge limitations of the SEWPCP, resulting in a potentially significant cumulative impact. However, the project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant) with implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2, which requires installation of wastewater sampling ports for business that discharge unusual materials to facilitate sampling. 


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity 


As discussed in Impact HY-6, the project site would be served by the existing Mission Bay South separate stormwater infrastructure and the project would conform to the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines for treatment of stormwater runoff to separate stormwater systems. Similar to the proposed project, all of the future projects in the vicinity that disturb greater than 5,000 square feet would be required to comply with the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines, which require capture and treatment of stormwater discharged to separate stormwater systems. Therefore, cumulative impacts within the Mission Bay South area related to exceeding the capacity of a stormwater system, providing additional sources of polluted runoff, and water quality degradation as a result of direct stormwater discharges would be less than significant.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This does not really address the impact.  This should describe the capacity of the system and explain that the project plus other projects will not exceed the capacity. 


Litter


As discussed in Impact HY-6, the project’s water quality impacts related to littering would be less than significant through compliance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code and the City ordinances addressing recycling and composting of wastes as well as the project's proposed event center site management practices (including implementation of the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy).  Other projects in the area are also required to comply with these requirements.   Therefore, the project's contribution to cumulative water quality impacts related to litter would not be cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than significant).


Comparison to FSEIR Significance Determination


Dry Weather Flow to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address cumulative effects related to dry weather flows to the City’s combined sewer system. However, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay Plan would generate approximately 2.5 mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow), or 3.7 percent of the volume of wastewater treated at the SEWPCP at the time of FSEIR publication, and determined this to be a less than significant impact.


Under full build out of [__________],, average wastewater flows in the Mariposa sub-basin would be 1.69 mgd, or less than 3 percent of the 60 mgd of wastewater currently treated at the SEWPCP. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially severe impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Wet Weather Flow to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Plan’s estimated 0.2 percent contribution to the 11 percent cumulative increase in Bayside combined sewer discharge volumes would be a significant impact. The Plan’s contribution would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 requiring design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the combined sewer do not contribute to combined sewer discharges.


As described in Section 5.9.2.3 (FSEIR Mitigation Approach) above, the master developer has implemented Mitigation Scenario B that includes separating the stormwater collection system and sanitary sewer in the reconfigured Central and Mariposa sub-basins in Mission Bay South. Implementation of this mitigation approach satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 and is estimated to reduce total Bayside CSD volume by 33 million gallons per year, less than baseline conditions before the Mission Bay Plan was implemented.


As discussed above, under the worst case conditions analyzed, cumulative wastewater discharges to the Mariposa sub-basin could increase the volume of each CSD from the Mariposa sub-basin by about 7.98 million gallons but would not increase the long-term average frequency of CSD events from this sub-basin. While the cumulative wastewater flows would result in slightly more severe effects than analyzed in the FSEIR, this impact would be less than significant because the long-term average frequency of CSD events would not be exceeded and the system would remain in compliance with the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and Bbaysidebayside wet-weather facilities. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe cumulative impacts related to CSD events than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Effluent Discharges from SEWPCP. Cumulative impacts related to exceeding the discharge limitations of the SEWPCP were not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, while the cumulative effects of wastewater discharges containing radioactive and biohazardous materials could be potentially significant, the contribution of both the project and the Mission Bay Plan would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant) with implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially severe impacts relative to those analyzed in the FSEIR.


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on the quality of near-shore waters of the Bay and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) as a result of direct stormwater discharges. However, the Plan’s contribution would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.4. The Mission Bay South storm drain infrastructure was constructed in accordance with Mitigation Scenario B described in the Mission Bay FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses and conforms to the requirements of this mitigation measure. The proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR regarding this topic.


Litter. Cumulative impacts related to littering were not considered in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Regardless, the proposed project would not result in any new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more severe cumulative impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-HY-3: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a significant impact related to exposing people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding. (Less than Significant)


As described in Section 5.9.3.2, Flooding, the City’s Bay shoreline will be subject to an increased risk of flooding in the future due to sea level rise. Accordingly, the geographic scope for impacts related to flood risk includes those areas in the project vicinity that could be subject to flooding by 2100. Past, present, and foreseeable future development in such areas could expose people or structures to a cumulatively significant risk of loss, injury or death due to flooding. However, as described above, the proposed project would be designed and constructed in accordance with flood resistant building standards and could feasibly be adapted as necessary to respond to future flood hazards. Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to future flood hazard risks due to sea level rise would not be cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than significant).


Comparison to FSEIR Significance Determination 


Cumulative impacts related to future flooding were not considered in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Regardless, the proposed project would not result in any new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more severe cumulative impacts on future flooding relative to those analyzed in the FSEIR.
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This section describes the existing noise environment in the project area and identifies the potential for noise and vibration associated with implementation of the proposed project to adversely affect established sensitive land uses or land use activities. The impact analysis evaluates the potential noise and vibration impacts of the proposed project and identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts.
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Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The noise setting for the Mission Bay area discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR differs from the existing setting today primarily in terms of the number of noise sources that exist in the area. Specifically, at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR much of the Mission Bay area was underdeveloped. Since 1998, the development of the UCSF Mission Bay campus, AT&T Park and residential towers in North Mission Bay have introduced new noise sources to the area, particularly vehicle traffic. Additionally, the Muni Third Street light rail line has been constructed which is a new noise source along that corridor in front of the project site. 


Another aspect of the noise setting that has changed since adoption of the 1998 SEIR is the number of noise sensitive uses that now exist in the Mission Bay area. In 1998 the Mission Bay area was developed primarily with industrial uses. Since that time residential uses have been developed including residential housing at the UCSF Mission Bay campus as well as in the north Mission Bay area. There have been no significant changes to the regulatory environment with regard to noise since certification of the 1998 FSEIR.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Noise impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included all of the Mission Bay plan area, including Blocks 29-32. The construction noise impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR for standard construction equipment. Noise from pile driving was identified as a significant impact mitigated to less than significant with Mitigation Measure G.1 to implement noise-reducing pile driving techniques. 


The construction vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR. Although the analysis acknowledged the potential existence of noise sensitive equipment in the area, it was determined that vibration from pile driving did not represent a physical impact on people or the environment, and was therefore less than significant under CEQA. A potential operational vibration impact was identified for the westernmost block of North Mission Bay due to proximity to the Caltrain tracks, which was mitigated to a less than significant level by implementation of Mitigation Measure G.2 to assess vibration levels and, if necessary, employ vibration-reducing foundation construction techniques for structure in that block.


Amplified sound was addressed in the 1998 FSEIR with respect to concert events at the San Francisco Giants ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation (implementation of a plan that limits concert events per year and limits the noise generated by these events to a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient levels) that was identified in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR. 


Traffic noise increases were identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR and no mitigation measures were required. Crowd noise from the Giants ballpark such as applause and cheering was assessed in combination with concert noise and found to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures were required for that impact.
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Noise Background


Sound is characterized by various parameters that describe the rate of oscillation (frequency) of sound waves, the distance between successive troughs or crests in the wave, the speed that it travels, and the pressure level or energy content of a given sound. The sound pressure level has become the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient sound, and the decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound intensity. Because sound can vary in intensity by over one million times within the range of human hearing, a logarithmic loudness scale is used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and manageable level. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound frequencies within the entire spectrum, human response is factored into sound descriptions in a process called “A-weighting,” expressed as “dBA.” The dBA, or Aweighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement that approximates the range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of different frequencies. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing extends from about 0 dBA to about 140 dBA. An increase of 10-dBA in the level of a continuous noise represents a perceived doubling of loudness. The noise levels presented herein are expressed in terms of dBA, unless otherwise indicated. Table 5.3-1 shows some representative noise sources and their corresponding noise levels in dBA.[footnoteRef:2] [2: 	United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), The Noise Guidebook, 1985, http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/environment/training/guidebooks/noise; divided into chapters with Chapter 1 at http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=DOC_16414.pdf, accessed October 14, 2014.] 



Planning for acceptable noise exposure must take into account the types of activities and corresponding noise sensitivity in a specified location for a generalized land use type. Some general guidelines are as follows: sleep disturbance can occur at levels above 35 dBA; interference with human speech begins at about 60 dBA; and hearing damage can result from prolonged exposure to noise levels in excess of 85 to 90 dBA.[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	United States Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, March 1974, http://www.fican.org/pdf/
EPA_Noise_Levels_Safety_1974.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 
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Table 5.3-1
Typical Sound Levels Measured in the Environment


			Examples of Common, 
Easily Recognized Sounds


			Decibels (dBA)
at 50 feet


			Subjective
Evaluations





			Near Jet Engine


			140


			Deafening





			Threshold of Pain (Discomfort)


			130


			





			Threshold of Feeling – Hard Rock Band


			120


			





			Accelerating Motorcycle (at a few feet away)


			110


			





			Loud Horn (at 10 feet away)


			100


			Very Loud





			Noisy Urban Street


			90


			





			Noisy Factory


			85


			





			School Cafeteria with Untreated Surfaces


			80


			Loud





			Near Freeway Auto Traffic


			60


			Moderate





			Average Office


			50


			





			Soft Radio Music in Apartment


			40


			Faint





			Average Residence Without Stereo Playing


			30


			





			Average Whisper


			20


			Very Faint





			Rustle of Leaves in Wind


			10


			





			Human Breathing


			5


			





			Threshold of Audibility


			0


			











NOTE: Continuous exposure above 85 dBA is likely to degrade the hearing of most people. Range of speech is 50 to 70 dBA.





SOURCE: United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, The Noise Guidebook, 1985.








Attenuation of Noise


Line sources of noise, such as roadway traffic, attenuate (lessen) at a rate of 3.0 to 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equation for cylindrical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. 


Point sources of noise,[footnoteRef:4] including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles or onsite construction equipment, attenuate at a rate of 6.0 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equations for spherical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that noise from line and point sources to a distance of 200 feet attenuates at rates of between 3.0 and 6.0 dBA per doubling of distance, and the noise from line and point sources at a distance greater than 200 feet attenuates at a rate of 4.5 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance, to account for the absorption of noise waves due to ground surfaces such as soft dirt, grass, bushes, and intervening structures.[footnoteRef:5] [4: 	Point sources and line sources are further defined by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as follows:
Sound from a small localized source (approximating a "point" source) radiates uniformly outward as it travels away from the source in a spherical pattern. The sound level attenuates or drops off at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of the distance (6 dBA/DD). This decrease, due to the geometric spreading of the energy over an ever increasing area, is referred to as the inverse square law. However, highway traffic noise is not a single, stationary point source of sound. The movement of the vehicles makes the source of the sound appear to emanate from a line (line source) rather than a point when viewed over some time interval. This results in cylindrical spreading rather than the spherical spreading of a point source. (Source: Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009.)]  [5: 	California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/tens_complete2009RedlineScreenProcess.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 



Noise Descriptors


Time variations in noise exposure are typically expressed in terms of a steady-state energy level (Leq) that represents the acoustical energy of a given measurement. Leq is used to describe noise over a specified period of time, in terms of a single numerical value. The Leq is the constant sound level that would contain the same acoustic energy as the varying sound level, during the same time period (i.e., the average noise exposure level for the given time period).The L90 is also a noise metric that can be used to describe existing ambient noise levels. Because community receptors are more sensitive to unwanted noise intrusion during the evening and at night, state law requires that, for planning purposes, an artificial dBA increment be added to “quiet time” noise levels to form a 24hour noise descriptor called the day-night noise level (DNL). DNL adds a 10dBA penalty during the night hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). The maximum noise level (Lmax) is the maximum instantaneous noise level measured during the measurement period of interest.


Health Effects of Environmental Noise


The World Health Organization (WHO) is perhaps the best source of current knowledge regarding the health effects of noise impacts because European nations have continued to study noise and its health effects, while the United States Environmental Protection Agency all but eliminated its noise investigation and control program in the 1970s.[footnoteRef:6] According to WHO, sleep disturbance can occur when continuous indoor noise levels exceed 30 dBA or when intermittent interior noise levels reach 45 dBA, particularly if background noise is low. With a bedroom window slightly open (a reduction from outside to inside of 15 dB), the WHO criteria suggest that exterior continuous (ambient) nighttime noise levels should be 45 dBA or below, and short-term events should not generate noise in excess of 60 dBA. WHO also notes that maintaining noise levels within the recommended levels during the first part of the night is believed to be effective for the ability of people to initially fall asleep.[footnoteRef:7] [6: 	The San Francisco General Plan Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise, presented below in Figure 5.3-2, were created during the same era.]  [7: 	World Health Organization, Guidelines for Community Noise, Geneva, 1999, http://www.who.int/ docstore/peh/noise/guidelines2.html, accessed July 9, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2007.0903E.] 



Other potential health effects of noise identified by WHO include decreased performance for complex cognitive tasks, such as reading, attention span, problem solving, and memorization; physiological effects such as hypertension and heart disease (after many years of constant exposure, often by workers, to high noise levels); and hearing impairment (again, generally after long-term occupational exposure, although shorter-term exposure to very high noise levels, for example, exposure several times a year to concert noise at 100 dBA, can also damage hearing). Finally, noise can cause annoyance and can trigger emotional reactions like anger, depression, and anxiety. WHO reports that, during daytime hours, few people are seriously annoyed by activities with noise levels below 55 dBA or moderately annoyed with noise levels below 50 dBA.


Vehicle traffic and continuous sources of machinery and mechanical noise contribute to ambient noise levels. Short-term noise sources, such as truck backup beepers, the crashing of material being loaded or unloaded, car doors slamming, and engines revving outside a nightclub, contribute very little to 24-hour noise levels but are capable of causing sleep disturbance and severe annoyance. The importance of noise to receptors depends on both time and context. For example, long-term high noise levels from large traffic volumes can make conversation at a normal voice level difficult or impossible, while short-term peak noise levels, if they occur at night, can disturb sleep.


Existing Noise Environment


Long-term environmental noise in urbanized areas is primarily dependent on vehicle traffic volumes and the mix of vehicle types. The existing ambient noise environment within the project area is dominated by vehicular traffic on Third Street and 16th Street. The San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) operated light rail service along Third Street contributes to the local noise environment. Sporting events and occasional outdoor concerts at AT&T Park totaling more than 82 events per year generate vehicle traffic that is routed south along Third Street, Illinois Street (south of Mariposa Street), and Terry A. Francois Boulevard in the area, resulting in increased periods of traffic-related noise before and particularly after events. Additionally, the newly operational UCSF Hospital, southwest of the project site on Third Street operates a helipad to accept transfers of critically ill persons from community hospitals to UCSF for the medical care. Neither the Muni light rail nor the AT&T Park were in operation at the time of certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, although both were discussed in the cumulative noise analysis.


The San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) has mapped transportation noise throughout the City and County of San Francisco, based on modeled baseline traffic volumes derived from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority travel demand model.[footnoteRef:8] DPH maps indicate the areas subject to noise levels over 60 dBA (DNL) and the range of DNL noise levels that occur on every street in San Francisco. The portions of these maps that cover the project area indicate that areas nearest Third Street between Channel Street and 16th Street experience roadway noise levels in excess of 70 dBA (DNL), while noise levels along Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street are generally between 65 and 70 dBA (DNL). [8: 	San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), San Francisco City-wide Noise Map, August 2006, Available online at http://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/ehsPublsdocs/Noise/noisemap2.pdf Accessed April 30, 2013. ] 



Ambient Noise Measurements


Ambient long-term (24-hour) and short-term (15-minute) noise measurement data were collected in October of 2014 and April of 2015 in the project area to characterize noise conditions at locations in the project area; noise measurement locations are shown in Figure 5.3-1. To characterize ambient noise in the project area, short-term measurement data were collected at locations where residential and hospital land uses exist near the project site (Madrone Mission Bay residential towers on Mission Bay Boulevard North; and the new UCSF hospital southwest of the project site on Third Street), as described in Table 5.3-2. Long-term noise data were collected for the residential land use nearest the project site—the UCSF housing development (Hearst Tower)—located northwest of the project site on Third Street, and are presented in Table 5.3-3.
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Short-Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Time


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Hourly Leq


			L90


			Lmax





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			3:10- 3:35 p.m.


			70.1


			59


			88.9





			2.	UCSF Hospital 560 feet southwest of the Project site


			8:56 – 9:11 a.m.


			67.0


			61


			81.2











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level; Lmax is the maximum noise level.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014, 2015.
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Long- Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Day-Night Noise level (DNL)


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Daytime hourly average Leq


			Daytime hourly average L90


			Nighttime hourly average Leq


			Nighttime hourly average L90





			3a.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
No Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site 


			75


			71


			61


			68


			55





			3b.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
With Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site


			75


			71


			61


			68


			56











NOTE:	See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Nighttime noise levels represented are for the hours between 10:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. as the hours most likely to be affected by crowd egress from future events.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.








The long term measurements were collected over a two-day period reflecting conditions both with and without a San Francisco Giants baseball game occurring at AT&T Park. As indicated in Table 5.3-3, the occurrence of the SF Giants game did not meaningfully affect the noise levels averaged over the 15 daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) or the 9 nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Data indicate that the SF Giants game traffic predominantly affects the hour after the 



Figure 5.3-1
Noise Measurement Locations



end of the game by increasing noise levels approximately 2.9 dBA, while noise levels for the hours prior to the game are not noticeably increased.


Vibration Background


Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Several different methods are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV is most frequently used to describe physical vibration impacts on buildings. Typically, groundborne vibration generated by human activities attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. Sensitive receptors to vibration include people (especially residents, the elderly, and sick people), structures (especially older masonry structures), and vibration-sensitive equipment.


Another useful vibration descriptor is known as vibration decibels or VdBs. VdBs are generally used when evaluating human response to vibration, as opposed to structural damage (for which PPV is the more commonly used descriptor). Vibration decibels are established relative to a reference quantity, typically 1 x 10-6 inches per second.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006. ] 



Sources of vibration in the project area primarily consist of Muni streetcars traveling along Third Street. Most motor vehicles and trucks have independent suspension systems that substantially reduce if not eliminate vibration generation, barring discontinuities in the roadway.


Sensitive Receptors


Sensitive receptors for noise are generally considered to include hospitals, nursing homes, senior citizen centers, schools, churches, libraries, and residences. The sensitive receptors nearest to the project site are residential and hospital uses, as identified in Table 5.3-4. The nearest library to the project site is 1,300 feet away on Owens Street; the nearest church is 3,100 feet away, and the closest school (El-Hi) is 2,800 feet away. The future Mission Bay school site is 1,900 feet away. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050606]Table 5.3-4
Sensitive Noise Receptors in the Project Area


			Receptor Type 


			Distance from Project Area 





			Residential: UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 (Hearst Tower)


			200 feet northwest





			Residential: Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers


			800 feet to the north, on Mission Bay Boulevard North





			UCSF Hospital: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital facility at Mission Bay, plus the UCSF Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital and the UCSF Bakar Cancer Hospital


			560 feet to the southwest of the proposed Project











SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.
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Federal Regulations


HUD Noise Abatement and Control


The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) environmental noise regulations are set forth in 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B, Noise Abatement and Control. According to the regulations, “It is HUD’s general policy to provide minimum national standards applicable to HUD programs to protect citizens against excessive noise in their communities and places of residence.”[footnoteRef:10] These regulations include criteria for assessing whether a HUD project is suitable for a particular site, given the background noise levels. HUD has defined the suitability of a site for new housing construction based on existing noise levels as follows:  [10: 	HUD, Noise Abatement and Control, 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B. ] 



· Acceptable—65 dB day-night average sound level (DNL) or less; 


· Normally unacceptable—Exceeding 65 dB DNL but not exceeding 75 dB DNL; and 


· Unacceptable—Exceeding 75 dB DNL.


The HUD regulations also include a goal (not a standard) that interior noise levels not exceed 45 dB DNL.[footnoteRef:11] Sound attenuating features such as barriers or sound attenuating building materials shall be used to achieve the interior noise goal where feasible. Standard building construction generally provides 20 dB DNL of sound attenuation; therefore, if the exterior noise environment is classified as “acceptable,” according to HUD standards, the interior noise environment should not exceed 45 dB DNL. The HUD regulations also encourage the use of quieter construction equipment and methods.[footnoteRef:12] [11: 	24 CFR, Section 51.103(c)]  [12: 	24 CFR, Section 51.101(7)] 



Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) develops noise exposure maps that use average annual DNL noise contours around the airport as the primary noise descriptor. The FAA states that all land uses are considered compatible when aircraft noise effects are less than 65 decibels (dB) DNL. San Francisco International Airport is approximately seven miles south, and Oakland International Airport is approximately nine miles east, of the project site. The project site is outside the 55 dB CNEL noise contour of both airports.[footnoteRef:13] [13: 	San Francisco International Airport, Aircraft Noise Abatement Office, Mapping Tools, Internet Web Site: http://www.flyquietsfo.com/mapping_tools.asp, Accessed July 9, 2013, and Oakland International Airport, Fourth Quarter 2008 Noise Contours. Internet website: http://www2.oaklandairport.com/noise/pdfs/
2008_Annual_Noise_Contour_Map.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013, March 2009.] 







State Regulations


State regulations include requirements for the construction of new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings that are intended to limit the extent of noise transmitted into habitable spaces. These requirements are collectively known as the California Noise Insulation Standards and are found in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.


The State of California updated its Building Code requirements with respect to sound transmission, effective January 2014. Section 1207 of the California Building Code (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) establishes material requirements in terms of sound transmission class (STC) [footnoteRef:14] rating of 50 for all common interior walls and floor/ceiling assemblies between adjacent dwelling units or between dwelling units and adjacent public area. The previous code requirements (before 2014) set an interior performance standard of 45 dBA from exterior noise sources. This requirement will be re-instated in July of 2015. [14: 	The STC is used as a measure of a materials ability to reduce sound. The STC is equal to the number of decibels a sound is reduced as it passes through a material. ] 



Local Regulations


San Francisco General Plan


Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise


The Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan contains Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise.[footnoteRef:15] These guidelines, which are similar to but differ somewhat from state guidelines promulgated by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, indicate maximum acceptable exterior noise levels for various newly developed land uses. The City’s guidelines, which are presented in Figure 5.3-2, indicate exterior noise levels that might be inappropriate for sensitive land uses and would therefore require additional noise insulation considerations beyond standard practices. Though this figure presents a range of noise levels that are considered compatible or incompatible with various land uses, the maximum “satisfactory” noise level is 60 dBA (DNL) for residential and hotel uses; 65 dBA (DNL) for school classrooms, libraries, churches, and hospitals; 70 dBA (DNL) for playgrounds, parks, office buildings, retail commercial uses, and noise-sensitive manufacturing/communications uses; and 77 dBA for other commercial uses such as wholesale, some retail, industrial/manufacturing, transportation, communications, and utilities. If these uses are proposed to be located in areas with noise levels that exceed these guidelines, a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements will normally be necessary prior to final review and approval.  [15: 	City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, adopted on June 27, 1996, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/index.htm, accessed July 9, 2013.] 




INSERT Figure 5.3-2
SF Land Use Compatibility Chart






Noise-Related Policies


The following policies of the San Francisco General Plan Environmental Protection Element that relate to noise issues are relevant to the proposed project:


Policy 10.1: Promote site planning, building orientation and design and interior layout that will lessen noise intrusion. Because sound levels drop as distance from the source increases, building setbacks can play an important role in reducing noise for the building occupants. Buildings sited with their narrower dimensions facing the noise source and sited to shield or be shielded by other buildings also help reduce noise intrusion. Although walls with no windows or small windows cut down on noise from exterior sources, in most cases it would not be feasible or desirable to eliminate wall openings. However, interior layout can achieve similar results by locating rooms whose use require more quiet, such as bedrooms, away from the street noise.


Policy 10.2: Promote the incorporation of noise insulation materials in new construction. State-imposed noise insulation standards apply to all new residential structures except detached single-family dwellings. Protection against exterior noise and noise within a building is also important in many nonresidential structures. Builders should be encouraged to take into account prevailing noise levels and to include noise insulation materials as needed to provide adequate insulation.


Policy 11.1: Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds the noise compatibility guidelines for that use. New development should be examined to determine whether background and/or thoroughfare noise level of the site is consistent with the guidelines for the proposed use. If the noise levels for the development site….exceed the sound level guidelines established for that use, as shown in the accompanying land use compatibility chart, then either needed noise insulation features should be incorporated in the design or else the construction or development should not be undertaken. 


Policy 11.3: Locate new noise-generating development so that the noise impact is reduced. Developments which will bring appreciable traffic into or through noise-sensitive areas should be discouraged, if there are appropriate alternative locations where the noise impact would be less. For those activities—such as a hospital—that need a quiet environment, yet themselves generate considerable traffic, the proper location presents a dilemma. In those cases, the new development should locate where this traffic will not present a problem and, if necessary, incorporate the proper noise insulation.


San Francisco Noise Ordinance


In San Francisco, regulation of noise is stipulated in Article 29 of the Police Code (Regulation of Noise), which states that the City’s policy is to prohibit unnecessary, excessive, and offensive noises from all sources subject to police power. Sections 2907 and 2908 of Article 29 regulate construction equipment and construction work at night, while Section 2909 provides for limits on stationary-source noise from machinery and equipment. Sections 2907 and 2908 are enforced by the Department of Building Inspection, and Section 2909 is enforced by the Department of Public Health. Summaries of these and other relevant sections are presented below.


Sections Regulating Construction Noise


Sections 2907(a) and (b) of the Police Code state that it shall be unlawful for any person, including the City and County of San Francisco, to operate any powered construction equipment, regardless of age or date of acquisition, if the operation of such equipment emits noise at a level in excess of 80 dBA when measured at a distance of 100 feet from such equipment, or an equivalent sound level at some other convenient distance. Exemptions from this requirement include:


· Impact tools and equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation; and


· Pavement breakers and jackhammers equipped with acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation.


Section 2908 prohibits any person, between the hours of 8:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, from erecting, constructing, demolishing, excavating for, altering, or repairing any building or structure if the noise level created is in excess of the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the nearest property line unless a special permit has been applied for and granted by the Director of Public Works.


Sections Regulating Operational Noise


Section 2909 establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. For example, the noise limits for commercial and industrial properties (Section 2909(b)) provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. If the noise generated from commercial and industrial properties is generated from a licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission, such use shall not produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBC[footnoteRef:16] above the local ambient level at the property plane in addition to the 8 dBA standard. [16: 	C-weighted decibels include low-frequency sounds that are more common to amplified sound/concerts. ] 



For noise generated by residential properties, the noise limits are 5 dBA above the ambient level at any point outside of the property plane of a residential use. The noise limits for public property provide that no person shall produce a noise level more than 10 dBA above the local ambient level at a distance of 25 feet or more on public property. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. None of the noise limits set forth in this section apply to activity for which the City and County of San Francisco has issued a permit that contains noise limit provisions that are different from those set forth in this article. Additionally, the Directors of Public Health, Public Works, or Building Inspection, or the Entertainment Commission, or the Chief of Police may grant variances to noise regulations, over which they have jurisdiction pursuant to Section 2916.


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise, within the City and County of San Francisco and consists of the following regulations:


1. The only sounds permitted are music or human speech.


2. Hours of operation permitted shall be between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.; operation after 10:00 p.m. is permitted only at the location of a public event or affair of general public interest or as otherwise permitted by the Entertainment Commission. 


3. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission, sound shall not be issued within 450 feet of hospitals, schools, churches, courthouses, public libraries, or mortuaries. 


4. No sound truck with its amplifying device in operation shall traverse any one block in the City and County more than four times in any one calendar day. 


5. Amplified human speech and music shall not be unreasonably loud, raucous, jarring, or disturbing to persons of normal sensitiveness within the area of audibility, nor louder than permitted in Subsections (6) and (7) hereof. 


6. When the sound truck is in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 450 feet from its source; provided, however, that when the sound truck is stopped by traffic, the said sound amplifying equipment shall not be operated for longer than one minute at such a stop. 


7. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission for public gatherings, in all cases where sound amplifying equipment remains at one location or when the sound truck is not in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 250 feet from the periphery of the attendant audience. 


8. No sound amplifying equipment shall be operated unless the axis of the center of any sound reproducing equipment used shall be parallel to the direction of travel of the sound truck; provided, however, that any sound reproducing equipment may be so placed upon said sound truck as to not vary more than 15 degrees on either side of the axis of the center of the direction of travel and, provided further, that radial, nondirectional type of loudspeakers may be used on said sound trucks either alone or in conjunction with sound reproducing equipment placed within 15 degrees of the center line of the direction of travel. 


San Francisco Entertainment Commission Permits


Section 90.1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code establishes the role of the San Francisco Entertainment Commission to regulate, promote and enhance the field of entertainment in San Francisco. The seven-member commission has powers to accept, review, and gather information to conduct hearings for entertainment-related permit applications and rule upon and issue, deny, condition, suspend, revoke or transfer entertainment-related permits in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. Additionally, the Entertainment Commission plans and coordinates the provision of City services for major events for which there is no recognized organizer, promoter, or sponsor.


The Entertainment Commission has permit authority over a variety of different permit types including Place of Entertainment permits, Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker permits, and Limited Live Performance permits. Permit hearings require the applicant to provide proof of neighborhood outreach to the Commission. Such outreach must consist of at least two of four types of outreach: (1) presentation to a neighborhood, community or residential group; (2) presentation to the leadership of a local not-for-profit that deals with community support such as housing, at risk youth, health, or mental services; (3) a petition including an appropriate number of neighbor signatures according to the applicants business address; and/or (4) presentation to a business association if no community organization or not-for-profit exists near the venue.


The Commission has also established a Good Neighbor Policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes the following policies that address noise generation (numbering refers to the numbers listed in the Good Neighbor Policy):


1.	Notices shall be well-lit and prominently displayed at all entrances to and exits from the establishment urging patrons to leave the establishment and neighborhood in a quiet, peaceful and orderly fashion and to please not litter or block driveways in the neighborhood.


2.	Employees of the establishment shall be posted at all entrances and exits to the establishment during the period from 10:00 p.m. to such time past closing that all patrons have left the premises. These employees shall insure that patrons waiting to enter the establishment and those exiting the premises are urged to respect the quiet and cleanliness of the neighborhood as they walk to their parked vehicle or otherwise leave the area.


7.	The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


8.	There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police code section 2900.


9.	The establishment shall implement other conditions and/or management practices necessary to insure that management and/or patrons of the establishments maintain the quiet, safety and cleanliness of the premises and the vicinity of the use, and do not block driveways of neighboring residents or businesses.


10.	Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


11.	Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


13.	In addition, a manager or other responsible person shall answer a cell phone for at least two hours after the close of business to allow for police and emergency personnel or other City personnel to contact that person concerning incidents.


Mission Bay Good Neighbor or Construction Noise Policy


The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy regarding construction noise is a standard policy of the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) that applies to all development within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area. It specifies that:


Pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) shall be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays. Requests for pile driving on Saturdays may be considered on a case-by-case basis by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) with approval at the sole discretion of the OCII Executive Director.


City holidays recognized under this policy include New Years Day, Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Day, President's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Columbus Day, Veterans Day, Thanksgiving Day, the day after Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day.
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Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to noise and vibration if it were to:


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels;


· Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


· Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the noise analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, page 59), which also explains that criteria related to public airports are not applicable to the proposed project and why the proposed project would not be substantially affected by existing noise levels. No further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section. However, the potential impacts of noise from the operation of the private helipad at the UCSF hospital are addressed with regard to potential impacts on the project.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Construction Impact Methodology – Noise


To assess potential short-term construction noise impacts, sensitive receptors and their relative exposure (considering structural barriers and distance) were identified. Combined intermittent noise levels from the simultaneous operation of onsite equipment expected to be used in project construction were estimated based on equipment noise data published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), as shown in Table 5.3-5. The sources assessed were identified by the project sponsor as likely equipment to be used during project construction. The roadway noise construction model of the FHWA was then used to predict noise levels at the nearest receptors during both pile driving activity and non-impact construction activity.
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Typical Noise Levels from Construction Equipment


			Construction Equipment


			Noise Level (dBA, Lmax at 50 feet )





			Dump Truck


			76





			Air Compressor


			78





			Street Sweeper 


			82





			Excavator


			81





			Scraper


			84





			Loader


			79





			Tractor/Dozer


			82





			Rapid Impact Compactora


			90





			Auger Drill Rig


			84





			Crane, Mobile


			81





			Forkliftb


			84





			Concrete saw


			90





			Grout-mixing Plant (pump)


			81





			Grandall Forklift


			83





			Concrete Mixer


			79











SOURCE:	Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User Guide, 2006.





a. From  Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, 2007. 


b. From Ventura County Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan, 2010.








Proposed construction activities would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance and the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy limits pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. As long as project construction activities comply with the noise ordinance, construction noise impacts from non-impact equipment would be considered less than significant. If construction activities using non-impact equipment would exceed these standards and the restrictions of the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, then the noise effects would be potentially significant and mitigation measures would be required. 


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not identify any quantitative noise limit standard for impact equipment. To assess the potential impacts related to rapid impact compaction, this analysis employs the general assessment construction noise assessment methodology and criteria suggested by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).[footnoteRef:17] This guidance identifies a 1-hour Leq of 90 dBA for daytime and 80 dBA for nighttime construction noise exposure at residential uses. Commercial and industrial land use exposure to construction noise of 100 dBA is suggested as an assessment criterion. [17: 	U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.] 



In addition to the above criteria, to determine if the proposed project would result in a substantial temporary increase in noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project, persistent construction equipment noise related to an increase of 10 dBA over the existing noise levels would represent a perceived doubling of loudness and is considered a substantial temporary increase in noise levels warranting implementation of construction noise control measures. Consistent with FTA and FHWA methodology, this increase in construction noise is assessed relative to an hourly Leq and also accounts for equipment percentage uses as inventoried by FHWA.


Construction Impact Methodology –Vibration


Vibration impacts are considered significant if they would either result in levels substantial enough to result in damage to nearby structures or buildings, or result in vibration levels generally accepted as an annoyance to sensitive land uses. Groundborne noise occurs when vibrations transmitted through the ground result in secondary radiation of noise. Groundborne noise is generally associated with transit trains through tunnels and underground blasting activities, neither of which is proposed as part of this project, and therefore, this analysis is focused on groundborne vibration. 


The local regulations of the affected jurisdictions in the project area do not address vibration or provide numerical thresholds for identifying groundborne vibration impacts. In the absence of local regulatory significance thresholds for vibration from construction equipment, this evaluation uses the Caltrans-identified peak particle velocity (PPV) thresholds for adverse human reaction and risk of architectural damage to buildings. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second (in/sec) PPV.[footnoteRef:18] For building damage, the threshold depends on the architectural characteristics of the potentially affected structure (see Table 5.3-6).  [18: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 
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Caltrans Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria 


			Structure Type and Condition


			Transient Vibration Sourcesa


			Continuous Frequent Intermittent Vibration Sourcesb





			


			Maximum Peak Particle Velocity (PPV), 
inches per second (in/sec)





			Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient monuments


			0.12


			0.08





			Fragile buildings


			0.2


			0.1





			Historic and some old buildings


			0.5


			0.25





			Older residential structures


			0.5


			0.3





			New residential structures


			1.0


			0.5





			Modern industrial/commercial buildings


			2.0


			0.5











NOTES: 


a	Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls.


b	Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.





SOURCE: Caltrans, 2013.








Operational Impact Methodology


Operational noise issues evaluated in this section include (1) noise generated by automobile and bus traffic that would occur during typical daily conditions with the project and during event conditions; and (2) compatibility of potential future uses with San Francisco Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise. Traffic noise modeling was completed using the Federal Highway Administration Traffic Noise Model. 


Traffic noise level significance is determined by comparing the increase in noise levels (traffic contribution only) to increments recognized by Caltrans as representing a perceptible increase in noise levels. Additionally, it is widely accepted methodology by both FTA[footnoteRef:19] and the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON)[footnoteRef:20] that thresholds should be more stringent for environments that are already noise impacted. Consequently, for noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 3 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.[footnoteRef:21] [19: 	Ibid.]  [20: 	Federal Interagency Committee on Noise, Federal Agency Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues, August 1992.]  [21: 	Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, September 2013, p. 2-44.] 



Operational noise from non-transportation sources such as egress of patrons from events or sound amplification equipment in common areas are assessed based on noise increases of 8 dBA (for noise generated by commercial uses) over existing ambient (L90) levels and any applicable restrictions of the City’s noise ordinance and Police Code. Although these operational noise increases would be of limited duration, they would be expected to occur throughout the life of the project and are therefore considered permanent changes in noise conditions. 


The proposed project would not introduce new operational vibration sources (e.g., impact equipment, streetcar and rail operations, and blasting activities), and therefore, there would be no operational vibration impacts, and operational vibration is not discussed further.


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Cumulative Construction Impact Methodology


Cumulative construction noise impacts are assessed by review of the cumulative project list for proposed projects that could be constructed at the same time as the proposed project and are within close enough proximity (within 1,000 feet) to make a meaningful contribution to the construction noise impact of the proposed project. An approximation is made of the cumulative construction sound levels based on the Roadway Noise Construction Model and compared to FTA criteria for construction discussed above.


Cumulative Operations Impact Methodology


Cumulative operational noise impacts are assessed by modeling cumulative plus project roadside noise levels and comparing the results with existing modeled roadside noise levels and to Caltrans perceptibility criteria discussed above.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact NO-1: Construction of the proposed project would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. (Less than Significant)


Construction activities for the proposed project are expected to occur over a 26-month period between 2015 and 2017. Construction phases would include demolition, site preparation, excavation and soil stabilization, augering and casting of piles, placement of infrastructure, placement of foundations for structures, and fabrication of structures. Demolition and construction activities would require the use of heavy trucks, material loaders, cranes, concrete saws, and other mobile and stationary construction equipment listed in Table 5.3-5 above. Piles would be cast in place into augured holes and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver.


Other Construction Activities. Soil stabilization of the project site would involve rapid impact compaction. Rapid impact compaction is a ground improvement technique that densifies shallow, loose granular soils, using a hydraulic hammer which repeatedly strikes an impact plate. The energy is transferred to the underlying loose granular soils and rearranges the particles into a denser configuration. The impact locations are typically located on a grid pattern, the spacing of which is determined by the subsurface conditions and foundation loading and geometry.


Other construction activities such as general building construction would be less noise intrusive, involving cranes, forklifts saws, and nail guns. Trucks would be used to off-haul demolition wastes, which would also marginally increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. 


Effect on Sensitive Receptors. Construction noise would be similar in magnitude to existing Leq noise levels along Third Street, but greater than existing Leq noise levels along the waterfront. However, land uses along the waterfront are recreational and are not considered noise-sensitive land uses. Thus, temporary construction noise impacts would not cause substantial increase in noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors; this impact would be less than significant.


Demolition/Mass Excavation. Demolition and mass excavation activities at the project site would involve three excavators, three loaders, three scrapers, and two bulldozers as well as two street sweepers and trucks to off-haul material. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. Table 5.3-7 presents the resultant noise levels at each of the receptors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of excavation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050609]Rapid Impact Compaction. Construction of the proposed project would involve use of rapid impact compaction to stabilize soils on the project site. Up to three tractors with compactor attached could operate at a given time over a 3-month period. Using an estimated noise level of 90 dBA,[footnoteRef:22] a mounted impact hammer (which is also rated at 90 dBA) was used as a proxy in the Roadway Noise Construction Model to estimate noise levels from simultaneous operation of the compactors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of compaction noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. Actual noise levels would likely be up to 10 dBA less than indicated in the table, as compaction would occur within an excavation pit and surrounding earth walls would provide additional attenuation of compaction noise, particularly at the western site perimeter where excavation would be deepest. Predicted noise levels from impact compaction would also be less than 80 dBA at any residential  [22: 	Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, June 2007.] 



Table 5.3-7
noise levels from construction activities at 
sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Mass Excavation


			Compaction


			Pile Installation


			Shoring


			Building Construction





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			63.8


			64.0


			67.7


			61.6


			66.0





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site 


			71.2


			75.9


			75.7


			79.8


			73.6


			78.0





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site 


			67.0


			66.9


			66.8


			70.8


			64.6


			69.1











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








receptor and less than 100 dBA at any commercial receptor, which are thresholds suggested by FTA guidance and applied here for impact equipment (since they are not subject to the noise limit restrictions of the San Francisco construction noise ordinance).


Pile Installation. Piles for the proposed project would not be driven with an impact hammer, but rather cast in place with drilled auger holes. Pile installation activities at the project site would involve four drill rigs, four crawler cranes, two forklifts, four excavators, and concrete saws. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of pile installation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Shoring. Shoring activities at the project site would involve two drill rigs, cranes, two grout mixing plants, and two excavators. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of shoring activity noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Building Construction. Building construction at the project site would involve operation of two concrete pumps, two bobcats, four excavators, eight cranes, eight grandall lifts, and a variety of small tools and equipment (e.g., chop saws, nail guns, etc.). This would be the longest phase of construction, occurring over a 21-month period. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the noise contribution of building construction activities at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Cumulative Project Construction Noise. The construction schedule indicates that excavation, compaction, pile installation, and shoring activities could take place concurrently during two months of the construction schedule. This would represent the worst case scenario in terms of cumulative construction noise from the project. 


However, it would be impossible for all four activities to occur simultaneously at the same location (e.g., the nearest distance to a given receptor) and therefore, the cumulative noise level would not be the acoustical sum of these noise levels. To account for the geographic distribution of these potential simultaneous activities, only the noisiest activity (pile installation, due to the number of pieces of equipment) was assumed to occur at the nearest distance to a given receptor. All other activities were assumed to occur at a farther distance of 200 feet from pile installation activities. This adjustment was only meaningful for receptors No. 2 and 3 which are the closest to the project site. Predicted cumulative project construction noise levels are presented in Table 5.38, which shows that noise levels from concurrent construction activities would not exceed 10-dBA over the noise level criterion for any receptor. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 
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Cumulative Worst case noise levels from 
construction activities at sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Concurrent Excavation, Compaction, Pile Installation and Shoring Activities





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			70.9





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site


			71.2


			80.8





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site


			67.0


			72.8











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








Other Construction Activities. During peak excavation activities, up to 400 truck trips could be generated to and from the site per day. These truck trips would increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. Assuming a 10-hour work day, the addition of 40 heavy duty truck trips to the existing peak hour traffic would increase traffic noise contributions by 2.3 dBA along Third Street during peak excavation activities. This would be a less than significant contribution to roadway noise levels.


Summary of Impact NO-1


Construction activities at the project site over a 26-month period would result in temporary increases in noise levels in the project vicinity, which could be noticeable at nearby residential and hospital land uses. Peak cumulative construction activities would occur during a 3-month period in 2015–2016 and during this time, the increase in noise levels over existing conditions would be less than 10 dBA (without mitigation). All other periods of construction would similarly be under 10 dBA. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-1, compliance with the Mission Bay Good Neighborhood Construction Noise Policy.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-1: Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy


The project sponsor shall comply with the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy and limit all extreme noise-generating construction activities to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.


Comparison of Impact NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified construction-related noise impact as less than significant with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 to address noise from impact pile driving. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 requires use of noise-reducing pile driving techniques and restricting the hours of operation. Because the proposed project would be installing piles using drilling and cast-in-place techniques, the project would be implementing Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 as part of the project, and as described above, construction noise impacts would be less than significant. Thus, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 is neither warranted nor applicable to the proposed project. 


Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to construction noise than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact NO-2: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan, noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. (Less than Significant)


Proposed construction would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, which prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. Table 5.3-5, above, presents the maximum noise levels generated by construction equipment identified by the project sponsor as likely to be used during construction. All non-impact equipment would be consistent with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, the project would not generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local, noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related noise impact with respect to consistency with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Consequently, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to consistency with established noise standards than was previously identified.


_________________________


Impact NO-3: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people and structures to or generate excessive groundborne vibration levels. (Less than Significant)


Groundborne vibration from construction activities that involve impact activities, primarily rapid impact compaction, could produce detectable vibration at nearby sensitive buildings and sensitive receptors unless proper precaution is followed.


There are no adopted state or local policies or standards for groundborne vibration. Vibration intensity is expressed as peak particle velocity (PPV), the maximum speed at which the ground moves while it temporarily shakes. Since groundshaking speeds are very slow, PPV is measured in inches per second. The average person is quite sensitive to ground motion and levels as low as 0.02 inch per second can be detected by the human body when background noise and vibration levels are low and levels of 0.1 inches per second are considered "strongly perceptible." The Federal Transit Administration has published guidance relative to vibration impacts (see Table 5.3-6, above). According to Caltrans, new structures can be exposed to groundborne vibration PPV levels of up to 0.5 inch per second without experiencing structural damage.[footnoteRef:23] [23: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 



Building Damage


Rapid impact compaction activities are proposed during the first two to three months of construction. The magnitude of vibration caused by rapid impact compaction is a function of distance from the receptor or structure of concern and the nature of surrounding soils. Groundborne vibration from activities that involve impact tools could produce significant vibration. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicates that compliance with a safe level of vibration with respect to building damage can be achieved provided that the activity occur no closer than 10 meters (33 feet) from a structure.[footnoteRef:24] The nearest structure north, across South Street, and to the south, across 16th Street would be located farther than 75 feet away, while the nearest structure to the west would be over 100 feet away. Consequently, proposed compaction activities would result in less than significant vibration impacts with respect to building damage.  [24: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Human Annoyance


Vibration levels can also result in interference or annoyance impacts at residences or other land uses where people sleep, such as hotels and hospitals. Vibration impact criteria published by Caltrans relative to these land uses are stated in terms of PPV, in inches per second. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second PPV.[footnoteRef:25] [25: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013] 



The closest residence would be the UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower), approximately 200 feet from the project site while the nearest hospital would be approximately 560 feet away. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicated that at a distance of 30 meters (100 feet), cumulative vibration energy results in maximum vibration level of 2.3 millimeters per second (0.09 inches per second).[footnoteRef:26] Because sensitive land uses would be more than 100 feet away, worst-case cumulative vibration levels generated by rapid impact compaction would be below the strongly perceptible threshold. Therefore, due to the distance of receptors from the project site, impacts from vibration with respect to human annoyance would be less than significant. [26: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Vibration-Sensitive Equipment


Land uses with operations that could be considered to have high sensitivity to vibrations include vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing, hospitals with vibration-sensitive equipment, and university research operations. The degree of sensitivity to vibration depends on the specific equipment that would be affected by the vibration as well as on the design of the specific building in which the equipment is located. Equipment such as electron microscopes and high resolution lithographic equipment can be very sensitive to vibration, and even normal optical microscopes can sometimes be difficult to use when vibration is well below the human annoyance level. Existing medical or research uses adjacent to the project site that contain vibration-sensitive equipment could experience vibration levels during construction that exceed 0.008 inches per second (65 VdB) and potentially disturb the operation of sensitive medical equipment. As discussed in the 1998 FSEIR, construction vibration effects on sensitive equipment would be a concern for users of research buildings and could be an inconvenience. However, these users are not considered sensitive receptors, and therefore, construction vibration effects are not considered a significant environmental effect under CEQA. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-2, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations. 


Summary of Impact NO-3


Rapid impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at residential or hospital receptors. All other construction activity would generate lesser vibration levels and project construction vibration-related impacts would be less than significant. However, implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-3, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations, could reduce the temporary human annoyance associated with land uses involving vibration-sensitive equipment during construction.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-3: Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Activities


At least one week prior to the start of rapid impact compaction activities, the project sponsor shall notify owners and occupants within 500 feet of the project site of the dates, hours, and expected duration of such activities.


Comparison of Impact NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR as a result of modern building design and equipment installation techniques. Similarly, as described above, the proposed project would result in less than significant vibration impacts. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to vibration than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Impact NO-4: Operation of the proposed project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Operation of the event center and mixed-use development would result in the introduction of new noise sources, both stationary and mobile, to the project area. Stationary noise sources would include the operation of five back-up diesel generators for maintenance purposes and mechanical equipment as well as the operation of public address systems and amplification equipment not only interior to the event center but also for occasional outdoor performances and events at the proposed Third Street plaza. Mobile noise sources would include increased traffic and crowd egress noise on local streets.


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance contains restrictions on noise from stationary sources, whereas noise from mobile sources is regulated at the state and federal level, generally through manufacturer specification requirements. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not address or establish restrictions on mobile sources. Therefore, the potential for adverse noise effects from stationary sources is addressed in this impact, which is specific to the standards of the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. The potential impact of mobile source operations generated by the project is addressed below under Impact NO-5 with respect to permanent increases in hourly traffic noise levels in the project vicinity and not in this impact.


This impact also addresses land use compatibility of the proposed office and retail land uses with respect to the noise standards of the San Francisco General Plan. The San Francisco General Plan establishes land use compatibility standards for land uses throughout the City for determining the compatibility of new land uses with an existing or future noise environment. Although this represents an assessment of the potential impact of the environment on the project, which is currently subject to judicial review in the State Supreme Court, noise impacts of the environment are specifically identified in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines with respect to noise from airports and private airfields. The nearby UCSF Hospital has recently constructed a helipad, the noise impacts of which is addressed as a cumulative impact under Impact C-NO-3, below. 


Stationary Noise Sources – Generators and Mechanical Equipment


The project anticipates installing on-site generators capable of providing up to three megawatts (MW) of emergency, standby and optional power to the event center in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power.[footnoteRef:27] In addition, each office and retail building would have an on-site generator capable of approximately 0.75 MW, and the proposed food hall would have a generator capable of approximately 0.5 MW, to provide fire and life safety emergency power in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power to those uses.  [27:  	Under such circumstance, the generators would provide power for fire alarms, fire command room, emergency lighting, elevators, smoke control and pressurization, fire pumps, audio system, and certain scoreboard equipment.] 



Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and the standards vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. The limits for noise generated by commercial and industrial properties such as the proposed project provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 


Under the proposed project, all emergency generators would be located within the parking structure on Lower Parking Level 1 and would be enclosed within dedicated rooms inside the lower level parking garage. Consequently, engine noise from generator testing is not expected to generate audible noise at receptors located outside of the event center and office structures. With the exception of emergency conditions during which these sources would be exempt from restrictions of the Noise Ordinance, all of these generators would be tested approximately once a week for less than one hour for maintenance purposes. 


The majority of the mechanical equipment would be located on the rooftops of each office building tower. All mechanical equipment would be either fully screened or located within a fully enclosed penthouse room enclosure. At the lower levels for the office buildings, mechanical equipment would be located within fully enclosed equipment rooms. For the event center, all mechanical equipment would be located indoors within fully enclosed equipment rooms located on various levels of the building. The only mechanical equipment on the roof would be the cooling tower, which would be fully screened on all four sides. Consequently, all proposed mechanical equipment would be screened and located sufficiently distant from receptors to be operated within the restrictions of the noise ordinance.


Under the proposed project, the generators would be located in a subgrade parking garage at a distance of approximately 300 feet from the nearest existing residential land use and are not expected to increase ambient noise levels because of their protected, subgrade location. Thus, maintenance operations of the backup generators and other mechanical equipment would not result in noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance, and the operational noise impacts from generators and other mechanical equipment would be less than significant. 


Stationary Noise Source – Amplified Sound


For certain events, portions of the proposed outdoor plazas may be equipped with video screens and speakers, which would result in increased sound-level generation. This equipment could operate prior to and/or after some basketball games or events at the event center to generate excitement. In addition, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the proposed Third Street plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events that may also involve amplified sound.


Promoters of any proposed outdoor events on the site’s outdoor plaza that would use amplified sound or music would be required to obtain a permit from the City prior to the event. Section 1060.1 of the Police Code requires a permit to conduct, operate, or maintain a place of entertainment, limited live performance locale or one-time event within the City and County of San Francisco. Concerts on the plaza would require the promoter to obtain a Limited Live Performance Permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. 


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code, while generally focused on truck-mounted amplification equipment, regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise. Hours of operation are restricted to between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., unless permitted by the San Francisco Entertainment Commission. As basketball games generally start at 7:30 p.m., operation of video screens and speakers on the plazas prior to basketball games would be consistent with these time restrictions of Article 1, Section 47.2. Operation of outdoor speakers on the plaza would require the applicant to obtain an Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker Permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing as discussed in the Setting section. Notwithstanding this consistency with the Police Code, due to the as yet unknown nature of future outdoor events at the project site, the use of amplified sound equipment would still have the potential for significant noise impacts in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) is identified to ensure that sound levels generated by amplified equipment would be consistent with Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code, which establishes a not-to-exceed (except through a variance) noise standard for fixed sources of noise and from licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission. For noise generated from a commercial property, the relevant noise limits are 8 dBA above the ambient L90 level at any point outside of the property plane of the commercial use. For a Place of Entertainment, the low-frequency dBC criterion would additionally apply, where no noise or music shall exceed the low frequency ambient criterion by more than 8 dBC.


The proposed event center would also host approximately 45 concerts a year, in addition to other events (see Chapter 3, Table 3-3), which would operate amplified sound equipment within the event center. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Entertainment Commission Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities requires permit holders to provide a cell phone point of contact to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided, Design of the proposed event center includes layers of doors and an intervening concourse, which would serve to minimize leakage of concert/event noise within the event center to the outside areas. Additionally, the proposed 160-foot office towers with 90-foot podium structure, and the proposed gatehouse building located on the west side of the site would provide a barrier between the event center and sensitive land uses to the northwest and southwest, which would further attenuate any potential leakage of interior concert/event noise. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future events within the arena, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Noise Exposure of Proposed Event Center and Office Uses


The project proposes development of office and retail land uses, which are generally not considered noise-sensitive uses. Noise monitoring in the project area indicates existing noise levels to be 75 DNL (day-night noise level) at the setback of Third Street (see Table 5.3-3 above). These levels represent the noise exposure levels which the proposed uses at the site would be subject to.


Policy 11.1 of the San Francisco General Plan identifies use of sound level guidelines established for a particular land use, as shown in the land use compatibility chart (see Figure 5.3-2, above). For sports event centers, an exterior sound level of 77 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. For office land uses such as those proposed under the project, the land use compatibility chart indicates that noise exposure of 75 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. Because both the event center and office and retail buildings would be constructed using modern materials and techniques which include ventilation systems and non-operable windows, these land uses would be consistent with the compatibility standards of the General Plan. Consequently, exposure to noise levels in excess of standards in the local general plan would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact NO-4, Operational Noise from Stationary Sources


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new stationary noise sources that would be subject to the requirements of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. These new sources include generators and mechanical equipment, as well as the potential for amplified sound within the Third Street plaza. Due to the proposed enclosed and subgrade location for generators, enclosed location for majority of the event center mechanical equipment, and the rooftop locations and proposed mechanical screens for mechanical equipment for the office and retail buildings, predicted noise levels from proposed new stationary sources would not meaningfully contribute to the existing monitored ambient noise levels in the project area, and the project would therefore be consistent with the restrictions of the noise ordinance. 


The proposed project would also introduce new land uses, and these new uses would be exposed to noise levels of up to 75 DNL. However, modern building techniques and materials as well as inclusion of non-operable windows and ventilation systems would be sufficient to ensure that the project would comply with land use compatibility requirements of the San Francisco General Plan, and this impact would be less than significant.


With respect to amplified sound, either interior to the event center or in open-air plazas on the project site, the predicted sound levels and hours of occurrence would be consistent with the noise ordinance. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future outside events at the Third Street plaza, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) would ensure that noise levels from amplified sound exterior to the event center would comply with the noise ordinance. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b, Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit, would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, regardless of current unknowns as to the nature of future events within the arena. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a: Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound


The project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venues to reduce the potential for noise impacts from public address and/or amplified music. This Noise Control Plan shall contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements for outdoor concerts.


· Speaker systems shall be directed away from the nearest sensitive receptors to the degree feasible.


· Outdoor speaker systems shall be operated consistent with the restrictions of Section 2909 of the San Francisco Police Code, and conform to a performance standard of 8 dBA and dBC over existing ambient L90 noise levels at the nearest residential use.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b: Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit


As part of the Place of Entertainment Permit process, the project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venue to reduce the potential for noise impacts from interior event noise. This Noise Control Plan shall, at a minimum, contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements.


· The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police Code section 2900.


· Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


· Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


Comparison of Impact NO-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The operational noise impact with respect to noise from generators and mechanical equipment was not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, this project impact would be less than significant, so under the project, there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The operational noise impact with respect to amplified sound was addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to outdoor concert events at the AT&T ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR, which included implementation of a plan limiting events to three per year and establishing a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient noise levels as a performance standard. As described above, the proposed project impact would be similar, so there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.	Comment by Clarke Miller: Per earlier comments, the number of allowable event s at AT&T is inconsistent in various docs, so best to remove the number.


_________________________


Impact NO-5: Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact NO-4, above, this impact addresses the introduction of new mobile noise sources with respect to the potential for permanent, long-term increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Mobile noise sources include vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise with Transit Service Plan


Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would increase noise levels along existing roadways. Under the Transit Service Plan (TSP) included as part of the project, light rail service on the T Third line would be increased, and three special event shuttles would be implemented, including a 16th Street BART Shuttle, Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle. Increases in noise from traffic on existing roadways are assessed by modeling existing and future roadway noise levels and comparing the resulting increase to standards published by FICON. For noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 3dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.


Increased traffic noise with the TSP was assessed for four separate scenarios, consistent with those analyzed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. First, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions (year 2015 inclusive of traffic from foreseeable development) during the weekday peak hour (4 to 6 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of convention traffic associated with the proposed project. Second, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions during the weekday “evening” hour (6 to 8 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of pre-basketball game traffic. A third scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the weekday “late” hour (9 to 11 p.m.) reflecting the contributions of post basketball game traffic. Lastly, a scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the Saturday evening peak hour (7 to 9 p.m.).


Noise levels were determined for this analysis using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Prediction Model based on baseline and future traffic projections developed as part of the transportation analysis (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation). Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments are presented in Table 5.3-9. Noise levels in Table 5.3-9 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.
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Table 5.3-9
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project with TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			69.7


			1.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.1


			69.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.1


			4.9


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			57.9


			0.4


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.0


			1.4


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.6


			2.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.5


			-0.9c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			63.7


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			62.2


			10.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.2


			6.8


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			63.3


			3.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			64.4


			4.7


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			65.8


			1.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			61.9


			7.2


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.0


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.6


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.5


			2.1


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and egress routing during events.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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As shown in Table 5.3-9, weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along Third Street where noise levels would increase by less than 3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along 16th Street and Mariposa Street would increase by as much as 4.9 dBA. However, the existing traffic noise levels along these streets is below 65 dBA and therefore the applicable threshold would be 5 dBA, which would not be met or exceeded. Thus, the roadside noise impact along these two streets would be less than significant. 


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 10.0 and 6.8 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.2 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant permanent increase in noise levels.


Physical noise mitigation (i.e., installation of noise barriers) does not represent a feasible mitigation measure for these event-driven noise impacts. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of this EIR identifies transportation-related mitigation measures, which would likely not reduce potential noise impacts at most of these roadway segments, where traffic volumes would need to be reduced by half of the projected volumes for noise levels to be reduced below thresholds. Mitigation in terms of rerouting project traffic would have the potential to result in secondary traffic-related impacts or transfer of noise impacts from one roadway to another. Consequently, operational noise impacts during events with implementation of the TSP would be significant and unavoidable, with no feasible mitigation that would reduce roadside noise levels even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified under Impact TR-2 in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise, No Transit Service Plan


Under this project scenario, it is assumed that the proposed TSP is not successfully implemented, thus resulting in higher trip generation (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, for discussion of the rationale for analyzing this scenario). Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would further increase noise levels along roadways used to access the project site beyond the levels identified above.


Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments without the TSP are presented in Table 5.3-10. Noise levels in Table 5.3-10 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.


As shown in Table 5.3-10, without the TSP weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along 3rd Street where noise levels would increase by less than 
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Table 5.3-10
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project without TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			70.1


			1.6


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.1


			69.2


			0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.6


			5.4


			Yesb





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			58.0


			0.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.3


			1.7


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.7


			-0.7c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			64.1


			0.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			61.9


			9.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.1


			6.7


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			65.1


			4.9


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			65.0


			5.3


			Yesb





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.8


			3.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.4


			0.3


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			62.5


			7.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			55.0


			1.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.4


			3.0


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			65.5


			5.1


			Yesb











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This is a significant impact under the no TSP scenario that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along Mariposa Street would increase by more than 5 dBA during the weekday late and Saturday evening hours which would be a significant increase that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour and evening hours, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic, the latter of which would not occur under the with-TSP scenario. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario, post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 9.8 and 6.7 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.8 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant permanent increase in noise levels.


Mobile Noise Source – Crowd Noise


Noise generated by event patrons and retail customers could result in increased noise along surrounding streets, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours (depending on the event timing) and at the end of scheduled games/events when large numbers of people would be departing the event center and walking on local streets to access their transit connections or access their vehicles at local parking locations. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Commission has established a good neighbor policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes eight policies that address noise generation (see Regulatory Framework, above).


A variety of transit options would be available to event patrons under the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, indicates that during the late evening egress hours (9 to 11 p.m.) of a weekday basketball or concert event, over 4,500 people would take transit options and that over 3,000 people would be using the northbound Muni T-Line platform, which is approximately 70 feet from and facing the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building. Observations of current platform occupancy during these hours indicate that fewer than 10 persons are typically present on the platform at any one time. Consequently, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in people gathering in front of across Third Street from the UCSF Hearst Tower housing complex during the targeted 45-minute post-event egress period for approximately 45 basketball games per year and up to 60 additional full capacity concerts and other sporting events per year (see Table 3-3 of the Project Description). In addition to this, there could be smaller capacity family events or daytime conventions. 


To estimate noise levels from departing crowds after an event, noise monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T-Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game at AT&T Park was conducted in April 2015. Short-term noise monitoring was located at a setback of approximately 70 feet from the 2nd and King Street (Ballpark) platform. Although the 320-foot-long Ballpark platform is longer than the existing 160-foot T-Line platform across from the project site, the proposed project would include extension of this platform from 160 to 320 feet (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation); therefore this noise measurement would be representative of future project conditions. However, it should be noted that the measured data from the Ballpark platform also included vehicle traffic on King Street and crowd noise on the north side of the street; consequently, these noise measurements may overestimate the magnitude of the potential impact at the project site. 


Monitored noise levels during the egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90, with an Lmax of 90.2 dBA. These noise levels may be compared to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2014 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the UCSF Housing (Hearst Tower) (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 55 dBA, L90 and Lmax of 89.8 dBA. The L90 data indicates that existing noise levels at the UCSF Hearst Tower residential building during quieter periods would be substantially increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days. 


Given that the residential units in this building are elevated up to 15 stories, shielding does not represent a feasible option to mitigating this crowd noise impact. Relocating the northbound platform away from Hearst Tower would also likely be an infeasible option due to resultant secondary impacts to Muni operations of the T-Line. Consequently, the noise impact resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and unavoidable. 


Nevertheless, it should be noted that these noise increases at the Muni platform would be of limited duration, with post game dispersion rate of about 45 minutes and would only occur on event nights. The project sponsor, as part of its site management practices, would implement the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities, urging patrons to respect the quiet of the neighborhood as they leave the area and providing a phone number to all interested neighbors to respond to complaints. Furthermore, it is assumed that the Hearst Towers have been designed to Title 24 noise insulation standards to mitigate exterior noise levels to a 45 dBA interior performance standard, although this standard would likely not be met if the windows are open.


Other than Hearst Tower, the UCSF Hospital is located over 1,000 feet from the southbound Muni platform and would not be expected to experience a substantial noise increase from crowd egress. An additional UCSF housing building in proposed for Block 15, west of Fifth Street, but this location, while quieter is located over 1,000 feet away from the proposed arena and transit platform and would be shielded by intervening buildings, including the Sandler Neuroscience Building, Arthur and Toni Remberock Hall, and Hearst Tower.


Summary of Impact NO-5, Operational Noise from Mobile Sources


Noise levels generated by crowds prior to, during, and after events is expected to result in a substantial increase in noise levels at the receptor adjacent to the northbound Muni T-Line transit platform, particularly during nighttime egress hours of 9 p.m. to 11 p.m., and this impact would be significant and unavoidable.


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new mobile noise sources that would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events under either the with-TSP or the no-TSP scenarios and even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, as described in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. These measures identify additional transportation demand management strategies beyond those already incorporated in the proposed project that the project sponsor would pursue in collaboration with the City.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact NO-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified traffic noise increases as less than significant and no mitigation was required. The FSEIR also assessed crowd noise in combination with outdoor concert noise (cheering within the outdoor ballpark). Noise from patron egress was not assessed.


Consequently, the significant and unavoidable traffic and crowd noise impact identified in Impact NO-5 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and adjacent to Terry Francois Boulevard. In addition, neither the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building nor the Muni T-line platform were constructed at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR impact analysis.


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-NO-1: Construction activities of the proposed project combined with cumulative construction noise in the project area could cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity during construction. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The geographic scope of analysis for cumulative noise and vibration construction impacts encompasses sensitive receptors within approximately 500 feet of the proposed project site. Beyond 500 feet, the contributions of noise from other projects would be greatly attenuated through both distance and intervening structures and their contribution would be expected to be minimal. Section 5.1, Impact Overview, presents the list of reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity that could contribute to cumulative construction noise, which in particular would include the construction activities associated with implementation of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the Mission Bay campus and other nearby Mission Bay development projects with construction schedules that could overlap with project construction. Some of the listed cumulative projects are sufficiently distant to not meaningfully contribute to construction noise impact. 


Mission Bay Blocks 33/34 is identified as a variant in the 2014 UCSF LRDP and was analyzed as a pre-2020 project. Phase 1 of this 500,000 gsf office development is scheduled to start construction in 2016, which would occur simultaneously with construction of the proposed project. The UCSF LRDP EIR found that at the Mission Bay campus site, proposed construction activities between 2015 and 2019 include new construction at Block 15 housing, Block 33 research building, Block 33/34 parking garage, and the cancer outpatient building. These construction projects, which could occur concurrently, were identified as resulting in a significant cumulative impact on the noise environment in the site vicinity, largely as a result of pile driving activities. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to this already identified cumulative impact, either through compounding the extent and/or magnitude of construction noise in the project vicinity or through extending the duration of construction noise in the project vicinity. UCSF development located at Block 25B (across Third Street) is scheduled for construction in 2023. Additionally, the Cancer Outpatient Building is scheduled for construction starting 2018. Consequently, both of these cumulative projects would occur after completion of proposed project construction and would not combine with the proposed project in a cumulative construction noise impact.


The Uber/ARE project on Blocks 26/27 is estimated to start construction by the end of 2015, and construction could be concurrent with the proposed project. This project is immediately north of the project site, across South Street, and immediately across Third Street from the nearest sensitive receptor to the project site, the UCSF Mission Bay housing at Hearst Tower. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to cumulative construction noise from this adjacent project. 


Additionally, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and development of Bayfront Park, both directly east of the project site are expected to be completed by the time the proposed project is in operation. Therefore, construction activities associated with the roadway realignment and park would likely overlap with construction of the proposed project, further contributing to cumulative construction noise. Thus, even though construction noise generated by the proposed project alone would not result in a significant noise impact, the proposed project's contribution to the cumulative noise impact from overlapping construction activities in the immediate project vicinity could be cumulatively considerable, and a potentially significant impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1, Construction Noise Control Measures, would reduce the project's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. Given that this measure would implement construction-related noise control measures for a project that does not include impact pile-driving, which was the principal activity and focus of the significant and unavoidable finding of the UCSF LRDP EIR, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project's construction noise impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures.


Contractors shall employ site-specific noise attenuation measures during construction to reduce the generation of construction noise. These measures shall be included in a Noise Control Plan that shall be submitted for review and approval by the OCII or its designated representative to ensure that construction noise is reduced to the degree feasible. Measures specified in the Noise Control Plan and implemented during project construction shall include, at a minimum, the following noise control strategies:


	Equipment and trucks used for construction shall use the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds). 


	Construction equipment with lower noise emission ratings shall be used whenever possible, particularly for air compressors.


	Sound‐control devices no less effective than those provided by the manufacturer shall be provided on all construction equipment.


	Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible; this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures, such as use of drills rather than impact tools, shall be used where feasible.


	Stationary noise sources such as material stockpiles and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as possible. 


	Enclosures and mufflers for stationary equipment shall be provided, impact tools shall be shrouded or shielded, and barriers shall be installed around particularly noisy activities at the construction sites so that the line of sight between the construction activities and nearby sensitive receptor locations is blocked to the extent feasible.


	Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be prohibited.


	Construction‐related vehicles and equipment shall be required to use designated truck routes to travel to and from the project sites as determined with consultation with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction (see Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates). 


	The project sponsor shall designate a point of contact to respond to noise complaints. The point of contact must have the authority to modify construction noise‐generating activities to ensure compliance with the measures above and with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not contain an analysis of cumulative construction noise impacts per se, although as a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the construction noise impact of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan as a whole, covering development throughout an area over 300 acres in size, which is essentially a cumulative analysis. As described above in Impact NO-1, the FSEIR identified construction-related noise impacts as less than significant with mitigation to address noise from impact pile driving. Consequently, the cumulative construction noise analysis for the proposed project would have the same significance conclusions as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impact than previously identified. 


_________________________


Impact C-NO-2: Operation of the proposed project when considered with other cumulative development would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Operational noise impacts of the proposed project would primarily result from increased traffic on the local roadway network. Cumulative plus project traffic data were used to estimate the cumulative operational noise increases shown in Table 5.3-11. Significant cumulative increases in ambient roadside noise levels are predicted to occur at three of the six road segments analyzed.


While cumulative noise levels are predicted to increase by 3 dBA or more along Third Street, as can be seen from Table 5.3-10, the project contribution to this increase is less than 1.5 dBA which would not be considered a cumulatively considerable contribution, based on FICON guidance for transportation noise which indicates that noise increases of 1.5 dBA warrant further analysis. Therefore, this cumulative increase along Third Street is not a cumulative noise increase of the proposed project. 


However, a significant cumulative noise increase would occur along Illinois Street during weekday convention events and Saturday basketball events. Additionally, cumulative noise levels along Mariposa Street during Saturday basketball events would increase by more than 5 dBA with the project contributing more than 1.5 dBA of this increase. This would result in a cumulatively considerable noise impact of the proposed project. Noise from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform across from Hearst Tower following the end of events would also contribute to cumulative, long-term increases in noise levels.


Operation of the proposed project would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Cumulative increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)
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Table 5.3-11
Modeled cumulative Traffic Noise Levels 


			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Convention Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			69.1


			71.8


			72.2


			0.4


			3.1


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.8


			<0.1


			1.9


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			65.8


			3.3


			5.5


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			61.9


			<0.1


			2.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			68.2


			1.0


			1.8


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			68.0


			0.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			71.8


			72.1


			0.3


			3.0


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.9


			0.1


			2.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			64.8


			2.3


			4.5


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			62.0


			0.1


			2.2


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			67.9


			0.7


			1.5


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			67.8


			0.7


			2.3


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.5


			68.9


			1.4


			4.2


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street


			65.1


			67.3


			67.5


			0.2


			2.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			57.8


			62.7


			4.9


			8.0


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			58.2


			58.5


			0.3


			4.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			62.4


			64.6


			0.2


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.7


			65.9


			3.2


			5.5


			Yes











NOTES:	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 30 or 35 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. The incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3 dBA with an ambient noise environment greater than 65 dBA.





a	Although a cumulative noise impact would occur along Third Street, because the projects would contribute less than 1.5 dBA to this increase, the projects contribution is not considered cumulatively considerable.





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact C-NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Traffic noise increases were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as less than significant and no mitigation was required. Consequently, the significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic noise impact identified in Impact C-NO-2 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the 1998 FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and Mariposa Street.


_________________________


Impact C-NO-3: Occupants of the proposed project would not be substantially affected by noise from future operations of the helipad at the adjacent UCSF Hospital. (Less than Significant)


Beginning in 2015, the UCSF Medical Center began operating a helipad that has occasional helicopter operations. Because helicopter overflights would be isolated occurrences, their single event instantaneous noise level would be of brief duration and would be greater than ambient noise levels noise contributions, with a maximum noise level of 85 dBA expected (based on a 95 dB single event noise exposure level[footnoteRef:28]). The relative infrequency and acoustical nature of a helicopter overflight noise varies distinctly from traffic generation and other steady-state project noise sources such that the summing of the acoustical energy of ambient noise and helicopter operations is not a meaningful cumulative analysis. In other words, during the brief periods of helicopter overflight, helicopter noise will dominate over the ambient noise levels, rendering the cumulative contribution of other ambient sources insignificant. Therefore, future helicopter noise is assessed as an isolated event. [28: 	The single event noise exposure level, or SENEL is a noise metric that normalizes the sound energy of a single event such as an aircraft fly-over over the period when the sound level is within 10 dB of the Lmax. As stated on Page 19 of the cited report (UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009), the SENEL is typically 10 dB higher than the Lmax for aircraft noise., ] 



Noise modeling for helicopter operations at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay was presented as part of the Final EIR, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.[footnoteRef:29] This modeling indicated that the 65 dB CNEL[footnoteRef:30] noise contour during average day and busy-day helicopter operations extends to the east across Third Street, but does not include the project site. Because the event center, office and retail land uses proposed by the project are not considered noise sensitive land uses and because the 65 dB CNEL contour does not extend onto the project site, the cumulative noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant. [29:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009.]  [30: 	CNEL is roughly equivalent to DNL, usually within 1 dBA] 



Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


An addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared in 2008 that addressed the noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad. This analysis only identified operational noise impacts to residential areas to the south and east of the hospital helipad and mitigation measures were identified to address these impacts. However, the residual noise impact, after mitigation, was determined to be significant and unavoidable for residential uses. The proposed project would not include residential or other noise sensitive land uses, so there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impacts from what were disclosed in the FSEIR and associated addenda.
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5.7 [bookmark: _GoBack]Utilities and Service Systems


Introduction


This section addresses potential effects of the project on existing wastewater and stormwater systems. The existing wastewater and stormwater infrastructure at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was published is described along with changes to the infrastructure constructed by the master developer in accordance with mitigation required by the Mission Bay FSEIR. The impact analysis considers whether project-generated wastewater and stormwater flows would result in the need to construct new or expanded facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 


Utilities impacts related to water supply and solid waste are described in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS). The project’s impacts related to exceeding the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board and on combined sewer discharges, are addressed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Utilities Analysis


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


Wastewater/Stormwater Collection and Treatment


The Mission Bay FSEIR described the City’s combined wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment systems in two different sections of the document, the Community Services and Utilities section and the Hydrology and Water Quality section. The Mission Bay Plan area is located in the City’s Bayside drainage basin, in which combined stormwater and sanitary sewage (wastewater) are collected, then conveyed to and treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) near Islais Creek. At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was published, the entire Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area was located in four sub-basins, with the project site at Blocks 29-32 draining to two of the sub-basins. The north and east portions of the Blocks 29-32 site drained to the Bay sub-basin, and stormwater from the Bay sub-basin drained directly to the Bay, not the combined sewer system. The balance of Blocks 29-32 drained to the Mariposa sub-basin. Wastewater flows from both basins were collected in the combined sewer system and conveyed to the SEWPCP for treatment. Wastewater flows from the Mariposa sub-basin were transported from the Mariposa dry-weather pump station to the SEWPCP via a 10-inch force main. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Consider adding a figure here or cite to a figure in the Mission Bay FSEIR showing the basins.  


Stormwater in the Mariposa sub-basin was directed to the Mariposa wet weather pump station via the Mariposa storage/transport sewer under Mariposa Street, and ultimately to the SEWPCP. During wet weather, the wet-weather pump station system transported combined storm runoff and sewage south to gravity sewers at 21st Street and Illinois Street via a 20-inch force main under Third Street. At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was published, the existing Third Street sewer was inadequate to handle wet-weather flows and the City planned to construct the Illinois Street Auxiliary Sewer to accommodate the flows and transport them from the Mariposa Pump Station to the SEWPCP. As planned, this auxiliary sewer would be a 60-inch gravity sewer extending beneath Illinois Street, between 24th Street and the Islais Creek Transport Storage Structure located at the intersection of Third Street and Caesar Chavez Street. Construction of the Illinois Street Auxiliary Sewer was expected to begin in 1998. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Was this not constructed?     


North of Blocks 29-32, wastewater and stormwater generated in the Plan area drained to the Central sub-basin, which directed flows to the Channel and North-of-Channel storage sewers and ultimately to the Channel Pump Station. From there, flows were pumped to the SEWPCP through a 66-inch-diameter force main. Excess wet weather flows from this sub-basin were discharged to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) via six combined sewer discharge structures.


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported the existing wastewater generation from the Mission Bay Plan area (based on the 1990 FEIR) was approximately 0.072 million gallons per day (mgd), and the existing wastewater volume treated at the SEWPCP was an average of 67 mgd.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: The way this discussion is set up is a bit confusing.  This section (Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures) discusses the both the draft and final SEIR and multiple mitigation approaches.  The next section (Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Approach) seems to have some of the same discussion but it is not clear.  It seems the discussion and conclusions in the Final SEIR and the approved mitigation are what is relevant. Consider revising.  


As described below, during the Draft SEIR phase of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the document originally analyzed one approach to managing stormwater and wastewater in the Plan area, but this approach was augmented and revised during the Responses to Comments phase. The original approach in the Draft SEIR included reconfiguring the Central and Mariposa sub-basins of the combined sewer system, constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, and continuing to use the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system for the collection of both wastewater and stormwater. This approach was revised with the inclusion of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3, which required design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the City's combined sewer system do not contribute to combined sewer discharges. This mitigation approach is described in Section 5.7.2.3, below. The revised approach, which was ultimately adopted and is currently being implemented, involvesd constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the Mariposa sub-basin as well as directing all stormwater flows in both basins to the separate stormwater systems. This mitigation approach is described in Section 5.7.2.3, below.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment immediately above. It is hard to tell, based on the discussion below, what exactly was discussed in the Final SEIR and approved and what was part of the original approach in the Draft EIR that was later revised.  See our specific comments below.   	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Section 5.7.2.3 states that this mitigation approach is currently being implemented (is currently under construction and anticipated to be completed in 2015, prior to construction and operation of the proposed project).  At other times the text states the separate stormwater collection system is “planned.” It needs to be clear (and consistent) that this system is currently being implemented and will be operational prior to construction and operation of the proposed project.  


Mission Bay Plan Impacts at Buildout


The Mission Bay FSEIR described major sewer upgrades within the Mission Bay Plan area that were proposed as part of the Mission Bay Plan. The proposed improvements included changes to both the Central/Bay and Mariposa sub-basins of the City’s combined sewer system.


As indicated in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the Central and Bay sub-basins would be reconfigured into one basin as shown on Figure 5.7-1. The reconfigured Central basin would accommodate wastewater and stormwater flows in separate sanitary-sewer-only and storm-drainage–only lines. The sub-basin would extend from about 300 feet north of 16th Street to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek), and would include the northern portions of Blocks 29-32. Sanitary flows from the sub-basin would flow to one of two drainage areas, which would both drain to the 



Insert Figure 5.7-1



Channel Street storage sewer by gravity. Under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, during wet weather, wastewater from both drainage areas would be lifted to the top of the storage sewer to prevent potential flow problems. The separate stormwater system would transport stormwater runoff to four proposed pump stations via gravity. The pump stations would direct the initial 80 percent of stormwater flows to the combined sewer system for ultimate treatment at the SEWPCP. The remainder of the stormwater flows, approximately 20 percent of the annual stormwater flows, would be discharged to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) or the Bay through one of the four new stormwater outfalls adjacent to the new pump stations.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: It seems this should be a new paragraph.  The discussion of the “original” approach and the adopted approach is a bit jumbled here.  

Also, it is not clear why the “original approach” is discussed in detail if it is not what was approved.  In particular, the relevant significance conclusions are those in the Final SEIR based on the approved plan and the approved mitigation. 


The original approach indicated that the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system would be reconfigured as shown on Figure 5.7-1, and would continue to accommodate both wastewater and stormwater from the southern portion of Blocks 29-32. The planned reconfigured basin would extend from about 300 feet north of 16th Street to Mariposa Street.


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with the original approach to sewer system improvements, the Mission Bay Plan would accommodate the projected increases in wastewater generation and stormwater flows, and Mission Bay pPlan effects on wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments above.  It seems this should describe the conclusion after the adopted approach to mitigation and the conclusion in the FSEIR, not the “original approach” in the Draft SEIR. 


Mission Bay Plan Interim Impacts during Phased Development


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities Impacts section stated that when a specific development plan within the Mission Bay Plan area is proposed, the project proponent would be required to submit preliminary infrastructure plans for review. If the specific development phase were to trigger the need for increased sewer capacity, upgraded sewer lines, or expanded sewer service, the proposed improvements would be described in the preliminary plan, and would require the approval of the San Francisco Clean Water Program [currently part of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)] staff. The proposed improvements would be based on the “adjacency” concept, meaning that the improvements would need to provide adequate conveyance and storage capacity for the phase under development as well as for expected future development to be served by the same improvements. Large scale improvements needed for cumulative effects of development phases would be reviewed by the Clean Water Program staff and could include major infrastructure improvements, such as installation of new sewer lines or a pump station. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Is this a mitigation measure from the Mission Bay FSEIR? Or was this scrapped in favor of Mitigation Measure K.3? Again, it is not clear what is meant by the “original” approach or the “revised” approach.  


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities Impacts section reported that infrastructure development of the proposed separate stormwater system for the Central sub-basin would occur with each phase, but would not necessarily be immediately operational. Under the original approach, the Mission Bay Draft SEIR indicated that as part of the Mission Bay Plan and required by Mitigation Measure M.5, all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the original Bay basin (incorporated into the Central sub-basin as part of the project) would be conveyed to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system, to ensure potential impacts to water quality during this interim period would remain less than significant.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments immediately above. It seems this should discuss the impact after the adopted approach to mitigation and the conclusions in the Final SEIR, not the “original” approach in the Draft SEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Estimates of Wastewater Flows


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay Plan would generate approximately 2.5 mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow), or 3.7 percent of the volume of wastewater treated at the SEWPCP at the time of Mission Bay FSEIR publication. For Blocks 29-32, equal amounts of wastewater were expected to be routed to the Mariposa sub-basin via the City’s Mariposa Pump Station and to the reconfigured Central sub-basin via the City’s Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station located at Park P15. The estimated peak wastewater flow to each sub-basin from the project site was 0.289 mgd, and the estimated average flow was 0.096 mgd. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effects on wastewater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant with mitigation because the proposed sewer system improvements under the Mission Bay Plan, including reconfiguration of the Central/Bay and Mariposa sub-basins, would accommodate the projected increases in wastewater generation.


Similarly, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effects related to construction of new storm drainage facilities would be less than significant with mitigation because the proposed sewer system improvements under the Mission Bay Plan, including reconfiguration of the Central/Bay and Mariposa sub-basins, would accommodate the projected changes in stormwater flows.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Approach


Mitigation Measure K.3 of the Mission Bay FSEIR requires design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the City's combined sewer system do not contribute to combined sewer discharges. The master developer adopted Mitigation Scenario B described in the Summary of Comments and Responses of the Mission Bay FSEIR (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253). This scenario meets the requirements of Mitigation Measure K.3 by constructing a separate stormwater system throughout the Mission Bay South Plan area to convey stormwater to the Bay rather than conveying stormwater from this area to the City's combined sewer system. The separate stormwater system is described in the approved Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan. With construction of this separate stormwater system, only wastewater from the Mission Bay South Plan area would be conveyed to the combined sewer system. 


The separate stormwater system adopted and currently being implemented by the master developer includes four drainage zones within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Central sub-basin and one drainage zone within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin.[footnoteRef:2] Stormwater in each of the drainage zones flows by gravity to one of five stormwater pump stations in the locations shown on Figure 5.7-2, including pump station SDPS-5 near the east end of 16th Street, which was not anticipated in the original project described in the Mission Bay FSEIR. When construction of this system is completed (currently under construction  [2:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and Catellus Development Corporation, Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.] 




Insert Figure 5.7-2 



and anticipated to be completed in 2015, prior to construction and operation of the proposed project), all stormwater runoff from Mission Bay South will be conveyed through the separate stormwater system and discharged to the Bay and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek).


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.5 required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the former Bay sub-basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system under the original approach. However, this mitigation measure is not applicable to the proposed project because stormwater from the project site would discharge to the separate stormwater system being constructed in accordance with the approved Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan as described above.


Setting


Combined Sewer System


Currently, the SEWPCP treats both dry and wet-weather flows from the eastside of the City—specifically the Bayside drainage basin of the City’s combined sewer system (shown on Figure 5.9-1 in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality) — similar to what was described in the Mission Bay FSEIR (see Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a more detailed description). The plant has a dry-weather capacity of 84.5 mgd. During dry weather, wastewater flows consist mainly of municipal and industrial sanitary sewage and wastewater, and the annual average wastewater flow during dry weather is 60 mgd[footnoteRef:3] (a reduction of 7 mgd from the 67 mgd reported by the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998). The wet-weather facilities in the Bayside drainage basin have a combined capacity of 400 mgd, plus the 125-million gallon volume of storage and transport boxes that retain the combined stormwater and wastewater flows during wet weather. Flows in excess of the wet-weather capacity of the Bayside treatment facilities receive flow-through treatment in the storage and transport boxes that is the equivalent of primary treatment. The treated flows are discharged to the Bay through 29 combined sewer discharge structures located along the shoreline. [3:  	San Francisco Water Power Sewer, San Francisco’s Wastewater Treatment Facilities. June, 2014.] 



As discussed above, the Mission Bay Plan included reconfiguration of the combined sewer system drainage sub-basins in the Mission Bay South portion of the Bayside drainage basin. As reconfigured, the northern portion of the project site is located in the Central sub-basin, and wastewater flows to this sub-basin are conveyed to the SEWPCP via the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. The southern portion of the project site is located in the Mariposa sub-basin, and wastewater flows to this sub-basin are conveyed to the SEWPCP via the Mariposa Pump Station. However, since the project site is currently undeveloped, except for a parking lot, there are no wastewater flows contributing to either sub-basin.



Mariposa Pump Station


The 240-acre Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system is divided into two tributary areas that direct flow to the Mariposa Pump Station. Tributary B includes Potrero Hill to the south of Mariposa Street and is outside of the Mission Bay Plan area; this tributary area directs both rainwater and wastewater to the pump station. Tributary A includes areas to the north of Mariposa Street that are located within the Plan area; in this area, stormwater flows are directed to the separate stormwater system constructed for the Mission Bay South development, and only wastewater flows are directed to the Mariposa Pump Station. 


The Mariposa Pump Station consists of a dry-weather and wet-weather pump station. The dry-weather pump station was built in 1954 and has a capacity of 1.2 mgd. Average dry-weather flows to the pump station are 0.425 mgd and the peak dry-weather flow historically fluctuated between 0.8 and 1.0 mgd. With the addition of 0.82 mgd of peak wastewater flows from the approved and planned University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) developments in the Plan area, the SFPUC anticipates that peak flows would exceed the capacity of the dry-weather pump station. To address this need for additional capacity, the SFPUC is planning to connect the 10-inch dry weather force main to the 20-inch wet weather force main, which will increase the capacity of the dry-weather pump station to 3.5 mgd in dry weather conditions on an interim basis until long term improvements can be constructed to permanently increase the capacity of the pump station. [footnoteRef:4] Completion of this connection is expected by June 2015.  [4: 	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ] 



The 10 mgd wet-weather pump station and associated 0.7 million gallon transport/storage structure were built in 1993, and new chopper pumps were installed in 2014 to manage debris that accumulates at the pump station. In the event that wet weather flows in the Mariposa sub-basin exceed the combined capacity of the Mariposa pump station and transport/storage structure (11.2 mgd), the excess flows are discharged to the Bay as a combined sewer discharge after receiving flow-through treatment in the transport and storage structure. This system is designed to achieve an annual average of 10 combined sewer discharges per year, but has historically exceeded this average.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 600, Technical Memorandum No. 603, Collection System Configurations Analysis and Impact on Combined Sewer Discharge, Final Draft. December, 2010.] 



Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station


The Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station was constructed by the master developer  in 2011 and accepted by the City in 2012. This pump station receives only wastewater (dry-weather) flows from within the Mission Bay South area and is equipped with four submersible pumps. It is designed for average wastewater flows of 2.0 mgd and peak wastewater flows of 6.0 mgd; this design capacity allowed for an average wastewater contribution of 0.1 mgd and peak contribution of 0.29 mgd from Blocks 29 and 30 at the project site.[footnoteRef:6] Testing in 2010 indicated that the pump station has the capability of pumping 6.7 mgd, but new testing would be needed to confirm this conclusion. Monitoring by the SFPUC in 2015 indicates that existing average wastewater flows to the pump station are 2.2 mgd and peak flows are 3.3 mgd. 	Comment by Neil Sekhri: Why would new testing be required?  Explain. [6:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, 2015. Hydraulic Assessment of Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. February 25.] 



Sewer System Improvement Program


The SFPUC is currently implementing the Sewer System Improvement Program (SSIP), a 20-year, multi-billion dollar citywide program to upgrade the City’s aging sewer infrastructure and ensure a reliable and seismically safe sewer system. Bayside projects currently planned under this program include the Central Bayside System Improvement Project, which will include improvements to provide redundancy to the Channel force main (which transports flows from the Channel Pump Station to the SEWPCP); operational and seismic improvements to the SEWPCP; operational improvements to the North Point Wet Weather Facility; and green infrastructure projects to manage stormwater before it enters the combined sewer system. 


San Francisco Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s)


Municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) within San Francisco are stormwater systems that carry stormwater in a separate set of pipes from the SFPUC's combined sewer system. These MS4 systems do not discharge to the combined sewer system and are operated in compliance with State Water Resources Control Board Water Quality Order No. 2013-001-DWQ, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Waste Discharge Requirements for Stormwater Discharges from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems. The separate stormwater system constructed by the master developer in Mission Bay South is subject to this permit.


As described above, the separate stormwater system for the Mission Bay South area includes four drainage zones within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Central sub-basin and one drainage zone within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin.[footnoteRef:7] Stormwater in each of the drainage zones flows by gravity to one of five stormwater pump stations, as shown on Figure 5.7-2. Construction of this separate stormwater system is scheduled to be completed in 2015. [7:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and Catellus Development Corporation, Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.] 



Regulatory Framework


Please see Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Regulatory Framework, for descriptions of federal, state, and local regulations regarding wastewater and stormwater.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to utilities and service systems if it were to:


· Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects;


· Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; or


· Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that would serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the utilities and service systems analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, pp. 64 through 72), which explains why the proposed project would have a sufficient water supply available to serve the project and would not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements (Impact UT-1). Similarly, the Initial Study explains why the project would not require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities (Impact UT-2); would be served by landfills with sufficient capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste needs (Impact UT-3); and would comply with federal, state, and local statutes related to solid waste (Impact UT-4). Therefore, no further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section.


The criterion related to the potential to exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco Bay Region Regional Water Quality Control Board is addressed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, under Impact HY-1, in combination with the water quality criterion regarding the potential to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. The remaining significance criteria are addressed below.


Approach to Analysis


Construction Impact Methodology


Project construction would not result in a substantial increase in demand on wastewater or storm drainage services over the 26-month construction duration, such that project construction in and of itself would not require construction or expansion of existing wastewater or storm drainage facilities. Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact HY-1a, discusses impacts related to construction dewatering discharge, which includes additional detail that has been developed by the project sponsor since publication of the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS). As described in that impact, proposed dewatering discharge options would include options for direct discharge to the Bay under an existing general NPDES permit to ensure that any discharges to the combined sewer system would be within the capacity of existing facilities and would not require the construction or expansion of existing facilities. Therefore, construction-related impacts to wastewater and storm drainage facilities are not further addressed in the analysis below. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This is more of a significance conclusion rather than a description of the methodology. As such, it needs to be supported by facts. Please add a brief explanation why project construction would not result in a substantial increase in demand on wastewater drainage services.  I assume there is sufficient capacity, but the discussion in this chapter indicates that there is not much.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This sentence needs an edit.  


Operations Impact Methodology


In order to determine the project's long term impacts on the capacity of wastewater or stormwater facilities, the impact analyses accounts for the cumulative effects of wastewater and stormwater flows of the project in combination with the flows from past, present, and foreseeable future projects within the same service area. Therefore, the project's impacts are analyzed in the context of cumulative impacts, and a separate project impact analysis is not provided.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There needs to be a separate analysis of the project-specific impacts.  Below the text states that Impact C-UT-2 would be significant “both individually and cumulatively.”  And the discussion in this chapter seems to indicate that the project itself would trigger the need for improvements.  That is an impact of the project itself.  


Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities: This analysis compares the estimated peak wastewater flows from the proposed project in combination with existing wastewater flows and wastewater flows from the Mission Bay Plan area at full build out to the existing capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and Mission Bay South Pump Station sewer drainage areas as well as downstream facilities. The analysis uses this information to determine whether new or upgraded wastewater treatment facilities, such as pump stations and sewer lines used to convey the wastewater, would be required. If the increase in wastewater flows is within the existing capacity, the impact would be less than significant. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment immediately above.  There needs to be a discussion about whether the project alone would trigger the need for improvements and would therefore have a significant impact by itself.  


Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities: The impact analysis assesses the stormwater flows from the proposed project site and considers whether these flows in combination with other Mission Bay South area flows would exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay South by the master developer. If the anticipated combined stormwater flows at project build out would be within the capacity of the stormwater system, the impact would be less than significant. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Not clear what this is referring to.  Build out of Mission Bay South or completion of the arena project?  As noted in our previous comments, there should be a discussion of both the project’s individual impacts and cumulative impacts.  


Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that it has inadequate capacity for the project flows in addition to existing commitments. This analysis compares the estimated peak wastewater flows from the proposed project in combination with existing and planned future flows to the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and Mission Bay South Pump Station sewer drainage areas as well as downstream facilities. If the SFPUC determines that no new wastewater treatment facilities would be required, the impact would be less than significant.


Impact Evaluation


Impacts UT-1 to UT-4: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-UT-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


_________________________


Impact C-UT-2: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Significant and Unavoidable)


As discussed above in Section 5.7.2.2, Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures, the Mission Bay Plan includes reconfiguration of the Central and Mariposa sub-basins of the City's combined sewer system to collect wastewater and stormwater in separate systems. The northern portion of the project site is now included in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, and the southern portion of the project site is now included in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin, although project-related wastewater flows could be directed to either sub-basin. 


The sewer analysis for the proposed project conducted by BKF Engineers estimates that the daily average wastewater (sanitary sewage) flow during an event at full capacity (e.g., a sold-out NBA basketball game) would be 0.164 mgd, and the daily peak wastewater flows would be 1.074 mgd.[footnoteRef:8],[footnoteRef:9] The preliminary project design indicates that wastewater flows from the project site would primarily be discharged to the sewer drainage area of the Mariposa Pump Station (within the reconfigured Mariposa Basin), although a portion of the flows could be directed to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station located at Park P15 (within the reconfigured Central sub-basin). The SFPUC has determined that improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station, and potentially to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station would be required to accommodate the project-related flows.[footnoteRef:10],[footnoteRef:11] The SFPUC would also need to assess the sizing of the force mains and other piping used to convey the wastewater flows for potential improvements. The capacity issues for these pump stations are due to the increased wastewater flows of the proposed project in combination with the cumulative flows from development projects within these sewer drainage areas that have been identified subsequent to the publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This seems to indicate that the project itself would trigger the need for improvements.  Therefore this is a project-specific impact, not just a cumulative impact. It needs to be very clear whether the project itself would cause an impact.  This chapter is a bit ambiguous on this issue.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment immediately above.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Which specific projects is this referring to?  Are these project that have already been completed or are they planned projects?  This goes to whether the project itself triggers the need for improvements or whether the improvements are needed in the future (i.e. full build-out of the Mission Bay plan).   [8:  	BKF Engineers, 2015. Water and Sewer Analyses for Golden State Warriors Arena @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. January 9.]  [9:  	As described in the Utilities and Service Systems section of the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS), the annual average water demand for the project would be 0.100 mgd. For wastewater planning purposes, wastewater flows are directly related to water usage; however, for sizing of wastewater infrastructure, daily peak flows are used rather than annual average flows. While the daily average wastewater flow during an event at full capacity would be 0.164 mgd, events would not be held every day, and the annual average wastewater flows would be similar to the estimated 0.100 mgd water demand. ]  [10:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ]  [11: 	THIS REFERENCE WILL BE THE MEMO FROM DPW ABOUT THE MISSION BAY SANITARY PUMP STATION ] 



Mariposa Pump Station


As discussed above in Section 5.7.3.1, Combined Sewer System, the SFPUC has indicated that with the recent addition of 0.82 mgd of peak wastewater flows from UCSF planned developments, the total existing peak dry-weather flows to the Mariposa sub-basin would exceed the 1.2 mgd capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station. To address this, the SFPUC is constructing interim improvements to temporarily increase the dry-weather capacity of the pump station to 3.5 mgd by cross connecting the dry- and wet-weather force mains. Assuming that the entire 1.074 mgd of peak wastewater flows from the project site would be directed to this pump station, the total peak wastewater flows due to the proposed project in combination with other existing peak flows from development projects completed as of February 2015 would be 3.6 mgd.[footnoteRef:12] This is near the 3.5 mgd capacity of the interim improvements. However, it is unlikely that all peak flows would occur simultaneously and would only occasionally, if ever, reach the total estimated peak flow of 3.6 mgd. Further, the SFPUC anticipates that the small fraction of flows in excess of the 3.5 mgd interim capacity of the pump station could temporarily be accommodated by providing storage in the 0.7 million gallon Mariposa transport and storage structure until peak flows at the pump station have subsided. Use of this, or another equivalent strategy, would be conducted in accordance with the NPDES permit for the Bayside facilities and would be subject to approval of the RWQCB. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Is this a requirement?  Is it part of the mitigation? It needs to be clear that this strategy would be implemented to avoid this impact. 

The preceding sentence indicates that peak wastewater flows will exceed capacity.  There needs to be a concrete plan in place to prevent this from happening before the project can be approved.     [12:  	Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. 2015. Combined Sewer Impact Analysis, Golden State Warriors Arena EIR. February 18.] 



At full build out of Mission Bay South, anticipated future flows in the Mariposa sub-basin (including the addition of all 4 million square feet of new development anticipated in the recently adopted UCSF Long Range Development Plan) would total approximately 4.8 mgd,[footnoteRef:13] which would result in the need for permanent improvements to the pump station and a long term increase in capacity. In addition, as discussed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, the increased wastewater flows from the proposed project could increase the volume of combined sewer discharges (CSDs) from the Mariposa Pump Station which could necessitate improvements to the Mariposa wet weather pump station. The SFPUC anticipates that complete pump station replacement could be required.[footnoteRef:14] Engineering planning and design for pump station improvements or replacement have not been completed, and are preliminarily scheduled to commence by mid-2015. The SFPUC anticipates that improvements might include actions such as enlarging the existing sewer main on Mariposa Street between 3rd Street and the Mariposa Pump Station; upgrading and adding dry weather pumps with potential temporary wet weather pump modifications; upgrading or replacing the dry-weather sump in the pump station; constructing new connections to the transport and storage box structure and rehabilitating the structure; and improving the hydraulic capacity of the downstream gravity sewers, if needed. A new dry weather pump station could potentially be relocated within approximately a quarter mile radius of the existing location.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This seems to indicate that the project itself will trigger the need for improvements.  As noted in our previous comments, this needs to be clear.  	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this occurring separate from the project?  Again if the project is triggering the need for these improvements, that needs to be made very clear. 
There would also need to be (1) a plan in place for making the improvements before the project is built; (2) an analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the improvements in this SEIR.  If there are no impacts associated with constructing an expanded pump station, the text should state that.

If necessary, the funding issues can probably be resolved at a later time outside of the CEQA process.   [13:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ]  [14:  	Ibid.] 



Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station


There is the potential that a portion of the project-related wastewater flows could also be discharged to the sewer drainage area of the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. UCSF has indicated to the SFPUC that under full build out of its recently approved Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), UCSF flows to this pump station will be 6.63 mgd, close to the most recently measured capacity of 6.7 mgd. To address this, the LRDP recommends replacing the existing pumps to increase the capacity to 7.34 mgd, although this recommendation has not been approved by the SFPUC.   Additional modifications could be required to accommodate any additional flows from the proposed project site. The SFPUC has indicated that potential upgrades and modifications might include actions such as replacing existing pumps with larger pumps; installing additional pumps; enlarging the pump station wet well and installing associated controls; and modifying or realigning the force main.[footnoteRef:15]	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments above. This seems to indicate the project itself would have a significant impact. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments above.  If improvements are needed to accommodate the project (as indicated above) the specific improvements need to be identified; there needs to be an unambiguous commitment to making the required upgrades; and their potential environmental impacts must be analyzed.   [15:  	THIS REFERENCE WILL BE THE MEMO FROM DPW ABOUT THE MISSION BAY SANITARY PUMP STATION] 



Construction of the permanent improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains to accommodate increased peak flows from the proposed project could potentially result in significant environmental effects. Therefore, this would be a significant impact, both individually and cumulatively.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: How so?  If the project is triggering these impacts, they need to be analyzed now.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There should be a separate discussion regarding the project’s individual impacts.  


While the SFPUC has conducted flow monitoring to establish wastewater flows at each pump station and provided a conceptual description of the permanent improvements that could be required, the SFPUC has not completed the planning and design of specific improvements or replacement to these pump stations.  However, regardless of the design of the specific improvements, it can be assumed that the pump station and force main improvements would generally be built at or near the same location as the existing facilities (i.e., within the same sewage drainage sub-basin). Standard construction techniques would likely be used and confined within a limited area, with construction lasting for several months to a year. Construction could include activities such as construction staging, clearing and grubbing, limited excavation and grading, foundation work, and construction/installation of the new facilities. Depending on site-specific conditions, groundwater dewatering and material off-haul could be required as part of the construction activities. These construction activities would be expected to result in temporary increases in truck and construction employee traffic, noise, and air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, depending on the site-specific design and location, the pump station improvements could result in physical effects on cultural resources, biological resources, water quality, and hazardous materials. Most, if not all, of these potential impacts can generally be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with typical mitigation measures, similar to those identified in the Initial Study and the SEIR for this project. Long-term operational impacts would likely be less than significant because operation of the pump stations would be similar to existing operations of these facilities.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See previous comments. If the project itself will trigger the need for these improvements (i.e. the project cannot be built without them) there needs to be a plan in place and the environmental impacts need to be analyzed now.  


Prior to SFPUC's implementation of the permanent pump station and force main improvements, project-level CEQA review would be required to identify potential impacts associated with construction and operation of these improvements and project-specific mitigation measures for any significant impacts. This analysis cannot be performed until the SFPUC identifies the specific improvements that will be constructed in order to address the need to provide increased pump station and force main capacity.  CEQA environmental review of the future improvements/replacement of the Mariposa and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains would ensure that measures to avoid or minimize impacts on the environment would be considered in the approval process for these improvements. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles:  


The SFPUC is currently working with the project sponsor to determine the appropriate assumptions for the project's contribution to the required increases in pump station capacity and associated improvements. The SFPUC has indicated that planning for these pump station improvements are currently in progress, but as yet, has not identified a timetable for completing these long term improvements.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: The discussion above seems to indicate that the project itself will trigger the need for improvements.  In other words, without the improvements the project cannot be built because the current system cannot accommodate the project.   


Thus, in the absence of specific plans and design for pump station improvements and prior to the completion of CEQA environmental review for those improvements, it is not possible to determine at this time whether impacts resulting from construction and/or operation of pump station and force main improvements could be mitigated to a less than significant level. Furthermore, implementation of any improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control. Lastly, there is uncertainty in timing as to when the SFPUC will be able to complete the necessary capacity improvements. Therefore, because the increase in wastewater flows would require the construction of new wastewater facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects, this impact would be significant and unavoidable. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There should be a detailed explanation why improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control. Perhaps add a discussion in the Regulatory Framework section describing who has control (i.e. SFPUC, master developer (?)) and why it is not the Warriors.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: The discussion above seems to indicate that the existing system cannot accommodate the project and therefore, the necessary capacity improvements must be completed before the project can be built.  Please clarify.  


It is assumed that the SFPUC will implement the permanent pump station and force main improvements at the Mariposa and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Stations as soon as feasible, but the schedule for these improvements is currently unknown and completion could occur after the proposed project is constructed and operational.[footnoteRef:16] In the event this were to happen, during the interim period, it is assumed that in order to remain in compliance with RWQCB permit requirements, the SFPUC would make internal operational or piping changes to accommodate the project-related flows. The interim system modifications would be subject to the approval of the RWQCB under the terms of the Bayside NPDES permit. Approval by the RWQCB would ensure that water quality of the Bay would be protected during the interim period. Any interim system modifications are assumed to be operational or internal to the existing pump stations and therefore would not result in any physical environmental effects. The project sponsor is currently working with the SFPUC and coordinating the project design to ensure that the City's wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities can accommodate the proposed project during both the interim and long term periods.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment immediately above.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There needs to be a better explanation and firm commitment to an interim plan.  Is this even possible/feasible?  What would the specific modifications be?  Why would they not have a significant impact?  When would the modifications occur? Etc.  [16:  	Note that the SFPUC is considering a design/build project delivery model which will expedite implementation of the pump station and force main improvements. ] 



Summary of Impact C-UT-12, Wastewater Treatment Capacity


As discussed above, the SFPUC has determined that under the proposed project in combination with full build out of Mission Bay South, wastewater flows could exceed the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Stations and associated force mains. Therefore, improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains, would be required to accommodate the project-related wastewater flows. While temporary or interim measures to accommodate the flows would not result in significant environmental effects because they would be operational or internal to the pump stations, construction of the permanent improvements could potentially result in significant environmental effects. Because specific plans and design for permanent pump station improvements have not been finalized and CEQA environmental review has not been completed, it is not possible at this time to conclude whether impacts resulting from these improvements could be mitigated to a less than significant level. Furthermore, implementation of any improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control and there is uncertainty in timing as to when the SFPUC will be able to complete the necessary capacity improvements. Therefore, this would be a significant and unavoidable impact related to requiring construction of new wastewater facilities or the expansion of existing wastewater facilities, with no feasible mitigation available to the project sponsor. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: The interim plan needs to be developed in detail prior to project approval to demonstrate that it is feasible,  will actually occur, and will not have environmental impacts. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There should be a better explanation here.  Why is implementation of any improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control? Is there nothing the project sponsor can do for mitigation (i.e., pay fees, finance the improvements subject to reimbursement, etc.)?    


Mitigation: None currently available.


Comparison of Impact C-UT-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that, based on anticipated land uses as offices, the estimated average wastewater flow to each sub-basin from the project site would be 0.096 mgd and the estimated peak flow would 0.289 mgd; this corresponds to a total average flow of 0.192 mgd and a total peak flow of 0.578 mgd. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that, as designed, the wastewater collection systems would have sufficient capacity for these estimated flows and the effects related to expansion of existing wastewater treatment facilities or construction of new facilities would be less than significant. As described above, the proposed project would generate an average daily wastewater flow of 0.164 mgd during an event at full capacity, which is less than what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, but the peak flow is estimated to be 1.074 mgd, nearly twice what was estimated in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section (p. V.M.51) stated that if a specific development phase triggers the need for increased sewer capacity, upgraded sewer lines, or expanded sewer service, the proposed improvements would be described in the preliminary plan, and would require the approval of the San Francisco Clean Water Program (now part of the SFPUC) staff. The proposed improvements would be based on the “adjacency” concept, meaning that the improvements would need to provide adequate conveyance and storage capacity for the phase under development and for expected future development to be served by the improved sewer facilities. Large scale improvements needed for cumulative effects of development phases would be reviewed by the Clean Water Program Staff and could include improvements such as installation of new sewer lines or a pump station. While the Mission Bay FSEIR acknowledged the potential for needed upgrades to the wastewater system, specific upgrades were not identified. In addition, the project-related peak flows would be almost twice what was analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the project would result in a substantially more severe significant impact than was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Was there a preliminary plan prepared for the project? It is not clear that this procedure has been followed.  See similar comment above.  


_________________________


Impact C-UT-3: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would not require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Less than Significant)	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: The should also be a discussion of the project’s individual impact.  


Currently, the project site contains a paved parking lot on the north and west portions of the site, and the remainder of the site consists of an undeveloped lot largely covered in gravel, with sparse ruderal vegetation and a depressed area that collects surface drainage. Implementation of the project would eliminate the undeveloped portions of the site and would increase the overall impervious surfaces at Blocks 29-32, thereby increasing the volume of stormwater runoff. 


The project site would be served by the Mission Bay South storm drain infrastructure, as constructed and operated by the master developer,[footnoteRef:17] which will include two separated stormwater systems within the perimeter streets. As described in the stormwater hydraulic analysis prepared for the project,[footnoteRef:18] stormwater flows from the northern portion of the project site would be routed by gravity to Storm Drain Pump Station No. 1 (SDPS-1), which has been designed to handle stormwater flows generated from the planned build-out of the tributary drainage area. This pump station has five high-flow or wet weather pumps, with a combined design capacity of 27,810 gallons per minute. [17:  The initial stormwater infrastructure, including the pump station, is anticipated to be completed in fall 2015, although final completion, particularly the bioswales, is not expected to be completed until 2016.]  [18: 	BKF, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Stormwater Memorandum, January 6, 2015] 



Stormwater flows from the southern portion of the project site would be conveyed to Storm Drain Pump Station No. 5 (SDPS-5) located to the south of proposed project site, across from 16th Street within Park P23. This pump station will be equipped with five submersible wet weather only pumps, one submersible treatment pump, and two submersible dry weather pumps with a combined capacity of 32,500 gallons per minute. This system, including SDPS-5, is currently under construction and anticipated to be completed in 2015, prior to construction and operation of the proposed project. 


The project stormwater analysis completed for the project sponsor concluded that the capacity of the separated stormwater system is adequate to serve the project in combination with other development projects that would be constructed at full build out of Mission Bay South. Therefore, the project, either individually or cumulatively, would not require the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities nor expansion of the existing facilities, and this impact would be less than significant.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Although it seems obvious, it should also be noted that the infrastructure will accommodate the project itself since it will be online before construction and operation of the project.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment immediately above.  It needs to be made clear that the existing system will be able to accommodate the project and the analysis is not relying on improvements contemplated after the project is completed.  


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-UT-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with the sewer system improvements proposed as part of the plan, including reconfiguration of the Central and Mariposa sub-basins and construction of a separate stormwater system, the Mission Bay Plan would accommodate the projected changes to stormwater flows. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effects of implementation of the Mission Bay Plan on stormwater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant.


Because project-related stormwater flows would be within the capacity of the Mission Bay South infrastructure and the project would be consistent with the projected build out condition, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mitigation Measure M.5 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section requires conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the former Bay basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. However, this mitigation measure is not applicable to the proposed project because the Bay basin has been incorporated into the reconfigured Central sub-basin and the project would discharge to the Mission Bay separate stormwater system that has already been constructedis currently being constructed and will be completed before project construction begins.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Verify. 


_________________________


Impact C-UT-4: The project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would result in a determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As discussed in Impact C-UT-2, the sewer analysis for the proposed project estimates that the average daily wastewater flow during an event at full capacity would be 0.164 mgd and the peak wastewater flows would be 1.074 mgd.[footnoteRef:19] The SFPUC has notified the project sponsor that improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains would be required to accommodate the project-related wastewater flows.[footnoteRef:20],[footnoteRef:21] [19:  	BKF Engineers, 2015. Water and Sewer Analyses for Golden State Warriors Arena @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. January 9.]  [20:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ]  [21:  	THIS REFERENCE WILL BE THE MEMO FROM DPW ABOUT THE MISSION BAY SANITARY PUMP STATION] 



As stated above, the capacity shortfall for these pump stations is due to the proposed project in combination with the cumulative effects of increased wastewater flows from other projects in the sewer drainage areas that have been identified subsequent to the publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR. In particular, the UCSF LRDP EIR addressed wastewater flows from the Mission Bay campus.[footnoteRef:22] As stated in Chapter 7 of the UCSF LRDP EIR, UCSF independent engineering studies determined that it is not necessary to replace and/or upsize City or UCSF sanitary sewer conveyance piping already constructed in order to serve the proposed growth at the Mission Bay campus site.[footnoteRef:23] The engineering studies also determined that after accounting for the 0.23 mgd contribution of wastewater from the Mission Bay campus to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station, the pump station would need to have a capacity of 6.63 mgd which is less than the existing capacity. To address future capacity, UCSF proposed the installation of more powerful pumps that would increase the pump station capacity to 7.34 mgd, be of similar size to the existing pumps, and connect to the existing discharge piping. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments above.  The discussion needs to be clear whether the project itself will trigger the need for improvements (which seems to be the case).  [22:  	University of California, UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Environmental Impact Report. August 2014. State Clearinghouse Number 2013092047.]  [23: 	The City will need to validate these studies and will also need to evaluate collection system capacities to ensure adequate capacity remains during detailed project design phase(s) of the UCSF Mission Bay Campus.] 



Similar to the proposed project, the planned UCSF Mission Bay campus improvements will discharge stormwater to the new separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay South, but will discharge wastewater to the Mariposa sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system, which is served by the Mariposa Pump Station. The UCSF LRDP Final EIR also notes that average dry weather flows to the Mariposa Pump Station exceed previous projections and the existing capacity for dry weather flows at the time of Final EIR publication, even without flows from the Mission Bay campus. As stated in the UCSF LRDP Final EIR, the Mariposa Pump Station would need to be upgraded and the SFPUC is analyzing temporary measures (referred to as “interim improvements” in Impact C-UT-2) to accommodate flows in the interim period between opening the Phase 1 Medical Center on February 1, 2015 and construction of a long-term solution to increase the dry-weather capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station.


Based on this, the UCSF LRDP EIR concluded that there would be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact because improvements to both pump stations could be required to accommodate wastewater flows from the Mission Bay campus site; construction of the improvements could result in environmental effects; it was unknown whether the SFPUC would approve the upgrades or require additional modifications; and implementation of the necessary improvements is outside of the UCSF jurisdiction. 


Because the SFPUC has determined that there is currently inadequate capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand (as well as UCSF's demand), this cumulative impact would be significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4, Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades, would offset the project's contribution to this impact. The measure would require the project sponsor to contribute its fair share to the SFPUC for the required improvements to the pump stations and associated force mains. However, because the necessary improvements have not been completely defined and implementation of the improvements to the City's wastewater system is outside of the project sponsor’s control, this impact would be significant and unavoidable, with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4: Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades


The project sponsor shall pay its fair share for improvements to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and/or the Mariposa Pump Station and associated force mains required to provide adequate sewer capacity within the project area and serve the project as determined by the SFPUC. The contribution shall be in proportion to the wastewater flows from the proposed project relative to the total design capacity of the upgraded pump station(s). The project sponsor shall not be responsible for any share of costs to address pre-existing pump station deficiencies. 


Comparison of Impact C-UT-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay Plan would generate approximately 2.5 mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow), and it concluded that as designed, the wastewater collection systems would have sufficient capacity for these estimated flows. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that, based on anticipated land uses as offices, the estimated average wastewater flow to each sub-basin from the project site would be 0.096 mgd and the estimated peak flow would be 0.289 mgd; this corresponds to a total average flow of 0.192 mgd and a total peak flow of 0.578 mgd. At that time, the SFPUC had not indicated that there could be inadequate capacity to serve individual project’s wastewater demand within the Mission Bay Plan area in addition to its other known commitments. Therefore, this impact was less than significant as analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


However, as described above, the project would result in a new significant impact not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR because project-related peak wastewater flows would be greater than analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR and subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the SFPUC has determined that the wastewater system would have inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in combination with all development projects that would be constructed at full build out under the Mission Bay Plan.
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Public Services


Introduction


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with public services—including fire protection, emergency medical services, and law enforcement—due to implementation of the proposed project. The section evaluates whether the project would require new or physically altered governmental facilities to maintain adequate service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives, the construction of which would result in substantial adverse physical impacts on the environment. Potential project effects on other public services, including public school facilities, health services, childcare services, library services, and street maintenance services are addressed in the Initial Study, Section 12, Public Services, and potential project effects on public parks are addressed in the Initial Study, Section 10, Recreation (see Appendix NOP-IS). 


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Public Services, and Community Services and Utilities Sections


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section characterized existing fire and police protection services serving the Mission Bay plan area and surrounding area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR noted that there were no San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) fire stations operating within the Mission Bay plan area in 1998; however, the plan area was served by up to six surrounding fire stations. The Mission Bay FSEIR also reported that the Mission Bay South area was located within the San Francisco Police Department’s (SFPD) Bayview District.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay plan would potentially result in a significant increase in demand for fire protection and associated emergency medical services in the Mission Bay plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment would be required in the Mission Bay South plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency and maintain adequate levels of service. The FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. 


The Mission Bay plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) that would ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the new police station proposed under the Mission Bay plan would increase community involvement and lower crime rates in the Mission Bay plan area and ensure impacts to police protection services would be less than significant. Potential impacts associated with the construction and operation of the new police/fire station itself were included in the overall analysis of the Mission Bay plan in the FSEIR. As explained below, the new station at Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay plan area became operational in April 2015. 


[bookmark: _Toc236124634]Setting


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services


San Francisco Fire Department


The SFFD provides fire protection and emergency medical services for the City and County of San Francisco. Emergency medical transportation to San Francisco hospitals is provided by a dynamically deployed fleet of both public and private ambulance services.


Currently, the nearest SFFD stations to the project site that would provide the first response for fire suppression, rescue, and emergency medical service include the following: 


· Station 4 in Public Safety Building at Third Street and Mission Rock Street (one-third mile from the project site)


· Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street and Fourth Street (one mile from the project site)


· Station 25 at 3305 Third Street at Cargo Way (1.3 miles from the project site)


· Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street at 16th Street (0.9 miles from the project site)


The City’s Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets, which includes Station 4, became operational in April 2015. The traffic signals at the intersection of Mission Rock Street with Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard can be controlled by the SFFD for preemptive signal control to allow unimpeded travel by SFFD emergency vehicles through these intersections in an emergency.


Table 5.8-1 summarizes the existing SFFD staffing and equipment in the project area.


Table 5.8-1
summary of existing SFFD staffing and equipment in Project Area 


			SFFD Fire Station


			Staffing 
per Shift


			Total Members


			Special Unit


			Fire Engines/ Trucks


			Command Unit





			No. 4: Third St. / Mission Rock St.


			9


			35


			


			1 engine
1 truck


			





			No. 8: Bluxome St. / Fourth St.


			10


			40


			


			1 engine
1 truck


			Battalion Chief





			No. 25: 3305 Third Street at Cargo Way


			4


			16


			


			1 engine


			





			No. 29: 299 Vermont Street at 16th Street


			4


			16


			


			1 engine


			





			SOURCE: San Francisco Fire Department, 2015











Table 5.8-2 summarizes the number of SFFD responses in the project area from December 2013 through November 2014 and the average response time.


Table 5.8-2
summary of SFFD Responses for Fire Stations in Project Area 
(December 2013 through november 2014a)


			SFFD
Fire Station No.


			Fire 
Responses


			Medical 
Responses


			Total 
Responses


			Average Response Time (minutes)





			4b


			1,038


			580


			1,618


			5.98





			8


			1,681


			5,599


			7,280


			5.98





			25


			1,045


			1,551


			2,596


			6.53





			29


			1,204


			2,972


			4,176


			5.71





			a	SFFD data reported for December 1, 2013 through November 30, 2014.


b	New SFFD Fire Station No. 4 at San Francisco Public Safety Building in Mission Bay became operational in April 2015. As a result, reported response data presented in this table for this station for the reported period is from its proposed response area.	Comment by Whit Manley: This doesn’t make sense. If the station did not exist (and therefore there were no responses), how is there reported response data? Please clarify what this data shows.





SOURCE: San Francisco Fire Department, 2015











The SFFD formerly operated and maintained the Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) used for fire protection use only, but since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, management of this system has been transferred to the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission's (SFPUC) City Distribution Division. This high pressure water supply system is distinct and separate from the City’s domestic water and standard fire hydrant system. The AWSS consists of 150 miles of 8- to 20-inch diameter mains, 1,550 special fire hydrants, a high elevation water reservoir and two large water tanks, emergency saltwater pump stations, and series of underground cisterns. The two AWSS emergency saltwater pumping stations (located at Second Street/Townsend Street and at Fort Mason) each have a pumping capacity of 10,000 gallons per minute (gpm) to supplement the AWSS with saltwater. An existing AWSS water line extends along Third Street adjacent to the project site (see Initial Study, Section 11, Appendix NOP-IS for more discussion).


The SFFD fire boats the Phoenix and the Guardian (stationed at Station No. 35 at Pier 22½) can make those connections directly into the AWSS via five special manifolds installed along the Bay shoreline to serve as a backup to the City’s landside saltwater pumping stations. The nearest SFFD fire boat manifolds to the project site are at Islais Creek/Third Street to the south, and at Pier 22½ to the north. The Phoenix has a pumping capacity of over 9,600 gpm, equal to that of one of the landside pumping stations. The Guardian has the largest pumping capacity of any fireboat in the world (24,000 gpm) and is the only fireboat that is outfitted with a 5½-inch monitor tip, capable of pumping 9,000 gpm onto a fire from just one of its monitors. The SFFD has also received federal grant money to procure a third fireboat, anticipated to be operational in summer 2015 and stationed at Pier 22½.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  	San Francisco Fire Department, communications with Assistant Deputy Chief Ken Lombardi, January 11, 2015 and January 21, 2015.] 



Law Enforcement Services


San Francisco Police Department


The SFPD provides law enforcement services in the City and County of San Francisco. The SFPD is mandated by the City Charter to maintain a sworn staff of 1,971, excluding officers assigned to the San Francisco International Airport, and officers not available for field duty (e.g., due to onduty injuries, temporary modified duty, medical leave, and administrative leave). During 2014, the Department averaged 1,715 total full-duty sworn officers. In 2012, the SFPD initiated a six-year hiring plan to gradually increase the number of SFPD officers (with an average of three recruit academies of 50 new hires planned per year) and the mandated SFPD staffing level goal is anticipated to be reached in mid-2018.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  	San Francisco Police Department, 2013 Annual Report, available online at http://sf-police.org/index.aspx? page=3992, accessed January 22, 2015.] 



The SFPD assigns its officers to ensure adequate staff are available to provide minimum safety services as well as to staff special events and deploy officers to meet unexpected needs when services require “all hands,” such as during October of every year when multiple major events are held in the City.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  	Ibid.] 



Patrol functions are performed by the police officers of the SFPD Field Operations Bureau from ten district stations. The project site is currently within the jurisdiction of the SFPD’s Bayview District. The SFPD Bayview District currently covers an approximately 9.1-square mile area, extending south from the Mission Creek Channel covering all of Mission Bay South plan area, and continuing south through the Potrero Hill, Dogpatch and Bayview neighborhoods to the San Mateo County line. The SFPD Bayview District Station is located at 201 Williams Street, approximately 2½ miles south of the project site.


However, with the recent relocation of the SFPD headquarters and Southern District Station to the Public Safety Building at Third Street at Mission Rock Street, the SFPD district boundaries are being revised. By June 2015, the project site is anticipated to be within the jurisdiction of the SFPD’s Southern District.[footnoteRef:5] The SFPD Southern District currently covers an approximately 3square mile area, from roughly Market Street on the north, The Embarcadero waterfront on the east, the Mission Creek Channel on the south, and Division Street on the west, but these boundaries are expected to be revised by June 2015 to include Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. The Southern District Station contains five patrol sectors on the mainland and one on Treasure Island, in addition to several foot beats and officers that patrol on bicycles.  [5:  	San Francisco Police Department, communications with Captain Michael Redmond, Commanding Officer, Southern District Station, January 5, 2015, January 6, 2015, and January 15, 2015.] 



The SFPD’s Southern District is responsible for managing the law enforcement services for many events each year, including San Francisco Giants home games at AT&T Park, Oracle World, Macworld, Google Convention, St. Patrick's Day Parade, and Gay Pride Parade, and in 2013, the 34th America’s Cup event. The SFPD routinely provides increased police protection for special events, including assigning additional SFPD personnel (police officers and on-site command/ dispatch center) specifically for these events. The level of SFPD personnel required for a particular event is determined by the SFPD’s Event Commander in coordination with the event sponsor in advance of the event as well as by levels established in event security/operations plans. The Department of Parking and Traffic typically provides traffic control services for special events.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  	Ibid.] 



For example, for San Francisco Giants home games at AT&T Park, the SFPD typically provides on-duty officers from five or more SFPD district stations to provide police protection in the ballpark vicinity during games, along with motorized patrol support from the SFPD Honda unit and the SFPD Southern District Station’s radio car as needed. In addition, the SFPD’s Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) Division provides officers to assist with facilitation of pedestrian traffic through Muni Metro areas for Giants games. Additional off-duty officers are used to provide additional police protection within the interior of the ballpark. Also, the SFPD maintains agreements with certain parking lot operators in Mission Bay, where SFPD bicycle officers provide security at lots used by ballgame patrons.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  	Ibid.] 



Table 5.8-3 summarizes the average annual number and types of crimes that occurred within the Mission Bay Plan area between 2012 and 2014. The SFPD indicates that the crime rate within the immediate project site vicinity (e.g., one-half mile radius of the project site) is lower than elsewhere within the Bayview District, as well as lower than the City as a whole.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  	Ibid.] 



Table 5.8-3
summary of annual Crimes in 
Mission Bay Plan Areaa (average 2012-2014)


			Crime


			Number





			Arson


			1





			Assault


			20





			Burglary


			65





			Larceny/Theft


			489





			Robbery


			20





			Sex Offense


			2





			Vehicle Theft


			42





			Total


			638





			a	Thise area that the for which the SFPD collected statistics for  approximates, but does not  match exactly, the Mission Bay Plan area.


SOURCE: San Francisco Police Department, 2015











Port of San Francisco Police


The Port of San Francisco employs one police officer based at Pier 26 who responds to complaints and actively patrols the Port property from Pier 90 to Aquatic Park (including the area directly east of the project site) from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. SFPD provides backup to the Port’s officer and law enforcement services after 4:00 p.m. and on weekends.


San Francisco Sheriff’s Department


The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department (SFSD) manages the San Francisco County Jail and protects City-owned critical infrastructure. In addition, the SFSD augments law enforcement at the request of the SFPD.


California Highway Patrol


The California Highway Patrol (CHP) provides law enforcement services on state highways, including the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. The nearest CHP station to the project site is Station 335, at 455 Eighth Street in San Francisco.


University of California Police Department


The University of California Police Department (UCPD) provides police protection services for University of California properties and facilities, including the University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus. The UCPD is comprised of the Field Services Division, which provides police and investigative services, the Professional Standards Division, and the Homeland Security and Emergency Management Division. The UCSF Police Department maintains its headquarters at 654 Minnesota Street, and a patrol substation at the Mission Bay campus.


Regulatory Framework


State Regulations


California Master Mutual Aid Agreement


The California Master Mutual Aid Agreement is a framework agreement between the State of California and local governments for aid and assistance by the interchange of services and facilities, including but not limited to fire, police, medical and health, communication, and transportation services and facilities to cope with the problems of rescue, relief, evacuation, rehabilitation, and reconstruction.


California Fire Code


State fire regulations are set forth in Sections 13000, et seq. of the California Health and Safety Code, which includes regulations concerning building standards (as set forth in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, the California Building Code), fire protection and notification systems, fire protection devices (such as fire extinguishers and smoke alarms), high-rise building and child care facility standards, and fire suppression training. California Fire Code Section 403.2 addresses public safety for both indoor and outdoor gatherings, including emergency vehicle ingress and egress, fire protection, emergency medical services, public assembly areas and the directing of both attendees and vehicles (including the parking of vehicles), vendor and food concession distribution, and the need for the presence of law enforcement and fire and emergency medical services personnel at the event. 


Local Regulations


San Francisco General Plan


The San Francisco General Plan provides general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions and development throughout the city, as described in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies. The Community Facilities Element of the General Plan contains the following objectives and policies relevant to public services: 


Objective 1: Distribute, locate and design police facilities in a manner that will enhance the effective, efficient and responsive performance of police functions.


Policy 1.1: Locate police functions that are best conducted on a centralized basis in a police headquarters building.


Policy 1.2: Provide the number of district stations that balance service effectiveness with community desires for neighborhood police facilities.


Policy 1.3: Enhance closer police/community interaction through the decentralization of police services that need not be centralized.


Policy 1.4: Distribute, locate, and design police support facilities so as to maximize their effectiveness, use, and accessibility for police personnel.


Policy 1.6: Design facilities to allow for flexibility, future expansion, full operation in the event of a seismic emergency, and security and safety for personnel, while still maintaining an inviting appearance that is in scale with neighborhood development.


Policy 1.7: Combine police facilities with other public uses whenever multi-use facilities support planning goals, fulfill neighborhood needs, and meet police service needs.


Policy 2.1: Provide expanded police/community relations and police services through outreach programs, primarily utilizing existing facilities.


Policy 2.2: Establish police district boundaries along natural neighborhood edges, and reinforce neighborhood identity by locating district stations near the centers of their service areas.


Policy 2.3: Design police facilities to maximize opportunities for promoting community/ police relations through dual use of facilities.


Objective 5: Development of a system of firehouses which will meet the operating requirements of the Fire Department in providing fire protection services and which will be in harmony with related public service facilities and with all other features and facilities of land development and transportation provided for in other sections of the General Plan.


San Francisco Police Code


The San Francisco Police Code contains regulations for various types of activities such as automobile use, permitting and licensing, and disorderly conduct. The City’s noise ordinance is also part of the Police Code (Article 29) – see Section 5.3, Noise Regulatory Framework.


San Francisco Fire Code


The San Francisco Fire Code was revised in 2007 to regulate and govern the safeguarding of life and property from fire and explosion hazards arising from the storage, handling, and use of hazardous substances, materials, and devices, and from conditions hazardous to life or property in the occupancy of buildings and premises; to provide for the issuance of permits, inspections, and other SFFD services; and to provide for the assessment and collection of fees for those permits, inspections, and services. The SFFD reviews building plans to ensure that fire and life safety is provided and maintained in the buildings that fall under its jurisdiction. SFFD building plan review applies to all of the following occupancy types:


· All Assembly Occupancies (including restaurants and other gathering places for 50 or more occupants)


· All Educational Occupancies (including commercial day care facilities)


· All Hazardous Occupancies (including repair garages, body shops, fuel storage, and emergency generator installation)


· All Storage Occupancies where potential exists for high-piled storage as defined by Fire Code


· All Institutional Occupancies


· All High-Rise Buildings of all occupancies


· Residential Occupancies, such as hotels, motels, lodging houses, residential care facilities, apartment houses, small- and large-family day care homes, and R-1 artisan buildings (excluding minor residential repairs such as kitchen and bath remodeling and dry rot repair)


· Certified family-care homes, out-of-home placement facilities, halfway houses, drug and/or alcohol rehabilitation facilities


· Tents, awnings, or other fabric enclosures used in connection with any occupancy


· All fire alarm and fire suppression systems


In coordination with the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection and the Port Building Department, the SFFD conducts plan checks to ensure that all structures, occupancies, and systems outlined above are designed in accordance with the San Francisco Building Code prior to the issuance of a building permit. 


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to public services if the project were to:


· Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services such as fire protection, law enforcement, or other services.


Impacts regarding emergency vehicle access are addressed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


The proposed project could have a significant impact on public services if (1) it would require the construction of new or physically altered governmental facilities in order to maintain acceptable levels of public services, and (2) the construction or alteration of such facilities would result in one or more substantial adverse impacts on the environment. While the proposed project includes provision of space at the event center for the SFFD and SFPD to use during games/events (e.g., command center), the physical impacts related to construction and operation of those facilities are addressed as part of the proposed project and included within the analyses in the appropriate environmental resource topic sections of this SEIR. 


Other effects that could result from the proposed project—such as the potential for an increase in crime, public drinking, outdoor crowd noise, building defacement, public urination, ticket scalping, pan-handling, vandalism, litter, graffiti, and other activities that may result in a diminished quality of life for neighborhood residents—are not considered impacts under CEQA unless such effects result in the need for the construction of new or physically altered governmental facilities in order to maintain acceptable levels of public services, and the construction of such facilities result in adverse physical environmental impacts. These quality of life issues would be considered as part of OCII and the City’s project planning and approval processes, outside of the CEQA environmental review process. 


Nevertheless, the proposed project would incorporate certain services, facilities, and site management practices that would minimize the project’s effects on the quality of life for the surrounding neighborhood. These include: the provision of on-site space, including a command center at the event center for use by the sponsor's security personnel, SFPD, SFFD, and San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA); provision of private security guards to regularly patrol buildings and grounds, and increased security for games/events to provide on-site crowd management and public safety; inclusion of applicable on-site security equipment; use of traffic control personnel and implementation of a transportation management plan for games/events to facilitate safe movement of, and minimize potential conflicts among pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles; use of maintenance and cleaning staff to regularly clean and maintain the buildings and grounds and provide litter control; incorporation of public restroom facilities in proposed buildings and open space areas; and installation of recycling/trash/compost receptacles as required by the City. 


The impact analysis below first considers whether the project would require the construction of new or altered governmental facilities (beyond those included in the proposed project), in order to maintain acceptable performance standards for public services. If new or altered public service facilities are determined to be required to serve the project, then the analysis evaluates whether construction of such facilities would have a substantial adverse physical impact on the environment. For example, if the SFPD determined that a new police station would be required to be constructed to maintain adequate service levels for law enforcement, the impact analysis would evaluate whether construction or operation of the new police station would have significant impacts on the physical environment.


If the project were to result in increased demand for law enforcement, fire protection, and/or emergency medical services, there could be economic impacts that are unrelated to the construction of new or altered facilities. Costs incurred by the agencies that would provide law enforcement, fire protection, and emergency medical services would not be considered an environmental impact under CEQA, and as such, CEQA environmental review does not address mitigation measures to compensate public service agencies for such costs.


For purposes of the impact analysis, it is assumed that project improvements would be designed and constructed in compliance with all applicable building and fire codes, which include requirements for fire alarms, smoke detectors, sprinkler systems, fire extinguishers, and the number and location of exits.


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on public services encompasses the areas served by the SFFD, SFPD, and other federal and state government facilities that provide fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services in the project area.


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative impacts on public services in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. For the public services cumulative impact analysis, future development projects considered in the analysis include those that would require law enforcement services and fire protection/emergency medical services. Similar to the analysis for project impacts, the cumulative impact analysis assumes that construction and operations of other projects in the immediate vicinity would also be completed in compliance with applicable regulations regarding the provision of public services. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with project implementation in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation


Impact PS-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


Construction


Fire Protection, Emergency Medical Services, and Law Enforcement


Impact PS-2: Construction of the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for fire protection, emergency medical services, or law enforcement. (Less than Significant)	Comment by Whit Manley: GLOBAL COMMENT:
This chapter does no discuss any service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives.  If there are any such standards, they should be cited in the analysis, since the impact analysis turns in part on them. 


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. The number of construction workers present on-site daily would vary, depending on the specific construction activities being performed and the overlap between construction phases. During peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between approximately 330 and 700 construction workers at the project site. The presence of construction workers on-site could result in an incremental, temporary increase in demand for fire protection, emergency medical services, and law enforcement. As described in Section E.3, Population and Housing, in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS), it is expected that a portion of the construction labor needs would be met by residents of San Francisco, who are currently being served by these City services and therefore would not represent an increase in demand for City services. In any case, this incremental, temporary increase in demand for services during construction could be accommodated by the existing fire protection, emergency medical services, and law enforcement services and would not require construction of new or physically altered facilities to maintain services. Therefore, maintaining acceptable fire protection, emergency medical services, and law enforcement during construction of the proposed project would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact PS-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential construction-related impacts to fire protection, emergency medical, or law enforcement services. However, because project impacts would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the FSEIR.


_________________________


Operation


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services


Impact PS-3: Operation of the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for fire protection or emergency medical services. (Less than Significant)


An increase in population at the project site and vicinity, including patrons attending games and other events, customers frequenting proposed retail uses and restaurants; event center, office and retail employees; and visitors to the proposed public plazas would result in periodic increases in demand for fire protection and emergency medical services compared to existing conditions. Because the project does not include any residential uses, there would be no permanent increase in population at the project site. However, aAs discussed below, these periodic increases in demand for fire protection and emergency medical services would not require construction of new or physically altered fire protection or emergency medical facilities. 


The population increases associated with the project would be minimal in comparison to the population served by the existing fire stations in the project area. The increase in calls for fire protection and medical emergency response would not be substantial in light of the existing demand and capacity for fire protection and emergency medical services in the City. The project site is located in an existing urban area and would not extend demand of the SFFD beyond the current limits of its service capabilities. The proposed development would neither adversely affect SFFD service standards nor require an increase in SFFD staff that would require the construction of new fire protection facilities.[footnoteRef:9]	Comment by Whit Manley: This is a bit conclusory. Is there any quantitative data or facts to back this up? Are there any specific service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives that can be described here?  

Here, and elsewhere, make sure the record contains a memo to the file memorializing the conversation with the SFPD representative. [9:  	Communications with Assistant Deputy Chief Ken Lombardi, San Francisco Fire Department, January 11, 2015 and January 21, 2015.] 



As discussed above in the Setting, the newly-operational Fire Station 4 operates within the Public Safety Building, approximately one-third mile north of the project site; this fire house would serve as a first responder to fire and emergency medical incidences at the project site. In addition, there are several other existing fire stations (e.g., Fire Stations No. 8, 25 and 29) located within the project site vicinity that would provide supplemental fire protection and emergency medical response personnel and equipment at the project site, if needed.[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  	Ibid.] 



A high pressure AWSS water line currently extends along Third Street adjacent to the project site that would serve the proposed project. There are no AWSS deficiencies in the project area, and if needed, existing emergency saltwater pump stations and/or the SFFD fire boats could provide a supplemental source for emergency water for the AWSS.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  	Ibid.] 



As part of project operations for games and large events at the event center, the Warriors or other event sponsors would provide on-site medical services, including a first aid station and on-site medical personnel to provide first aid to game/event patrons or employees that may require medical assistance, which would further reduce potential effects on general emergency medical response providers.


The proposed development would be designed to comply with the most up-to-date building and fire codes and include state-of-the-art fire safety measures and equipment, including but not limited to, use of fire retardant building materials, inclusion of emergency water infrastructure (fire hydrants and sprinkler systems), installation of smoke detectors and fire extinguishers, emergency response notification systems, and provision of adequate emergency access ways within the project site for emergency vehicles. Project fire safety plans would be subject to review and approval by the SFFD.


Furthermore, as part of the project, a proposed command center at the event center would be used prior to, during, and after games/events by the SFFD, SFPD, SFMTA, and/or the project’s private security and emergency medical staff to coordinate incident response, facilitate communication and surveillance, implement the transportation management plan (TMP), and deploy parking control officers (PCOs). 


The periodic increase in demand for fire protection services discussed above would not require construction of new or physically altered fire protection facilities. The existing SFFD fire stations in the project vicinity (including the newly-operational Fire Station 4, located one-third mile north of the site), in combination with the proposed provision for on-site emergency medical staff for games/events, and provision of on-site fire prevention/protection measures, equipment and facilities at the project site, are currently adequate to meet the increases in demand for fire protection and emergency medical response services associated with the proposed project. No additional new or physically altered facilities would be necessary. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to the construction of new or physically altered fire protection facilities beyond those associated with the fire prevention measures incorporated into the proposed project.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: What measures is this referring to specifically?   Fire Code requirements for such structures?


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact PS-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would potentially result in a significant increase in demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment would be required in the Mission Bay South plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. The City’s Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets, which includes SFFD Fire Station 4 became operational in April 2015, and consequently, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures M.6a and M.6b have been implemented and are not longer applicable to the proposed project.


Therefore, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Law Enforcement Services


Impact PS-4: Operation of the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for law enforcement services. (Less than Significant)


An increase in population at the project site and vicinity, including patrons attending games and events, customers frequenting proposed retail uses and restaurants, event center, office and retail employees, and visitors to the proposed public plazas would result in a periodic increase in demand for law enforcement services. Because the project does not include any residential uses, there would be no permanent increase in population at the project site. However, tThese periodic increases in demand for law enforcement services would not require construction of new or physically altered law enforcement facilities. 


During non-event periods at the project site, the proposed project would require typical SFPD police protection services, which are expected to be similar to those services currently being provided to other mixed-use developments in the City. As discussed above, the newly-operational SFPD headquarters and Southern District police station are based in the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay, approximately one-third mile north of the project site. In addition, the event center, office and retail uses would provide their own on-site private security personnel and install proper security equipment (e.g., security nightlighting, CCTV system for video surveillance, and security gates/locks) similar to other mixed use developments in the City. The event center would also provide an on-site command center for on-site security personnel to monitor access to the site and provide communications resources seven days a week, 24 hours a day. 


However, when games and other large capacity events would occur at the event center, an increased level of SFPD police protection personnel would be required on- and/or off-site for patrolling and responding to potential incidences associated with the temporary increases in visitors. The SFPD anticipates that for games/events at the proposed event center, typical police responses would be associated with actions such as citations, ejections of fans from the arena and arrests, public intoxication, thefts from vehicles, and low-level assaults.[footnoteRef:12] The temporary increases in project-related visitors within the immediate vicinity of the adjacent UCSF Mission Bay campus could also result in periodic incidences requiring response from the UCSF Police Department. [12:  	San Francisco Police Department, communications with Captain Michael Redmond, Commanding Officer, Southern District Station, January 5, 2015, January 6, 2015 and January 15, 2015.] 



As discussed in the Setting, the SFPD routinely provides increased police protection for sports games (e.g., SF Giants baseball home games at AT&T Park) and other events in the City, and assigns and dedicates additional SFPD personnel specifically for these games/events. Accordingly, the SFPD would increase local staffing for the games/events at event center, as needed. The level of SFPD personnel required on- and/or off-site for games/events would be determined in advance of the game/event by the SFPD’s Event Commander in coordination with the Warriors and/or event sponsor and would be specified in event security/operations plans.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  	Ibid.] 



During games and events at the event center, the Warriors and/or event sponsor would also provide increased private security to assist in on-site crowd management and public safety during events, and would use traffic control personnel to assist in implementing the TMP to facilitate safe movement of, and minimize potential conflicts among pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles.


Furthermore, as part of the project, space within the event center would be provided for SFPD personnel to use during games/events for police administrative and operational functions, and could include police-related facilities typically included at sports arenas such as temporary detaining detention facilities. In addition, as discussed in Impact PS-3, above, a separate proposed command center at the event center would be used prior to, during, and after games/events by the SFPD, SFFD, SFMTA and/or the project’s private security and emergency medical personnel to coordinate incident response, facilitate communication and surveillance, and implement the TMP and PCOs. Consequently, adequate police protection services and facilities would be available and provided for the games/events at the project site, and such services would not detract from other SFPD police operations within the City.[footnoteRef:14] See cumulative impacts below regarding impacts on SFPD personnel during concurrent events at the project site and AT&T Park. [14:  	Ibid.] 



The periodic increase in demand for law enforcement services discussed above would not require construction of new or physically altered police stations. The existing police protection facilities in the project site vicinity, including the newly-operational Southern District police station located one-third mile north of the site, in combination with proposed event security/operations plans, and provision of on-site security facilities and personnel for the project, are currently adequate to meet the increase in demand for service associated with the proposed project. No new or physically altered facilities would be necessary. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to the construction of new or physically altered police protection facilities.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact PS-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel, although not significantly. However, tThe Mission Bay FSEIR also concluded that a new police station proposed under the Mission Bay plan would increase community involvement and lower crime rates in the Mission Bay plan area and ensure impacts to police protection services would be less than significant. Consistent with the Mission Bay plan, the City’s Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets, which includes new SFPD headquarters and Southern Station, became operational in April 2015. 


Therefore, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-PS-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


Impact C-PS-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of the potential cumulative impacts of the proposed project related to public services includes the areas served by the fire and police stations and other facilities of the federal, state, and local government agencies that provide fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services in the project area. 


As stated above, the proposed project would increase demand for fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services. The project could have a significant cumulative impact if (1) this increase in demand would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to the public service demands of other past, present, and future projects described in Section 5.1 in this SEIR that, in combination, would require the construction of new or physically altered governmental facilities (i.e., fire or police stations); and (2) the construction of such facilities would have a significant adverse impact on the environment.


[bookmark: _GoBack]Neither the SFPD nor SFFD have identified a citywide service gap. Therefore, the increased need for law enforcement or fire protection services resulting from the proposed project and reasonably foreseeable projects would not be above levels anticipated by the SFFD or SFPD. With respect to the potential need for SFPD police protection for multiple special events that may occur concurrently within the City (e.g., a game or event at the project site in combination with a SF Giants baseball home game at AT&T Park), the SFPD indicates that separate security/operations plans and dedicated SFPD personnel would be used concurrently for each individual event.[footnoteRef:15] When considering that dedicated SFPD staff, in combination with each event sponsors’ private security and public safety staff, would be available to serve the respective events, no delays in response times would be expected to occur for the individual events or for service in the City as a whole. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: As noted above, it would be helpful to identify any quantifiable standards or objective measures to assess levels of service and then explain why there will not be a service gap with the increased demand.     [15:  	Ibid.] 



Given these factors, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-PS-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR did not contain an analysis of cumulative impacts on fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services per se, although as a program EIR, the FSEIR analyzed the fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services impact of the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plans as a whole, covering development throughout an area over 300 acres in size, which is essentially a cumulative analysis. 


As described above, with completion of the City's Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets, public services impacts of the Mission Bay Plan previously identified in the FSEIR have now been reduced to less than significant. Consequently, the cumulative impacts for the Plan area are now less than significant. Therefore, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.
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Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
 


·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this


section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Paul


Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil; Clarke


Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50:13 PM
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Please see additional comments at links below.
 


·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)


 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently
broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
 


·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this
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section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:51:20 AM


Kate:


Thanks for this.  Understood regarding the gatehouse maximum height.


Regarding your response from last evening regarding the Variant gatehouse size of 4,150 gross square
feet, can you please provide me with the Proposed project gatehouse size as well.


Thanks.


-Paul


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:39 AM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Attached:
- CORRECTED corrected variant site plan (note the new label for gatehouse height**)
- Variant west elevation


**Paul, we're using the max. height of the gatehouse's sloping roof for both CEQA site plans (proposed
Project and Variant). Our concurrent submittal of design documentation to OCII measures avg. height
according to the D4D (vs. taking a conservative max) and therefore lists different gatehouse heights. To
prevent any confusion between the documents, we suggest you insert an explanatory footnote to
address the difference in methodologies.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 7:54 AM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; 'Clarke Miller'
Cc: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)';
'Murphy, Mary G.'; 'Joyce'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


See attached for corrected variant site plan. Elevation forthcoming.
Kate


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:06 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.


Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com





analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project


d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.


2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.


4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>
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From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).


3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108
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415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,


Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels


2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke
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From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM);


Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 5:21:29 PM
Attachments: image001.png


5-09_Hydrology_GSW MB ADSEIR2 with GSW team comments.docx
5-03_Noise_GSW MB ADSEIR2_GSW comments.docx
5-07_Utilities_GSW MB ADSEIR2 (RMM + NS Comments) (00298308-2xB0A85).docx
5-08_Public Services_GSW MB ADSEIR2 (RMM Comments) (00298309-2xB0A85).docx


Four additional chapters with collective comments from the GSW team are attached.
·         Hydrology
·         Noise
·         Utilities
·         Public Services


 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri,
Neil; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
Please see additional comments at links below.


 
·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)


 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently
broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
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5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures


5.9 Hydrology and Water Quality


[bookmark: _GoBack]Hydrology and Water Quality


Introduction


This section describes the potential effects of the project on the existing hydrology and water quality in the project area, with a focus on operational impacts associated with changes in stormwater and wastewater flows. The potential for flooding as a result of sea level rise is also addressed.


The impact evaluation in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, pp. 86 through 98) explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on hydrology and water quality with respect to depletion of groundwater and interference with groundwater recharge; alteration of drainage patterns; degradation of water quality; placement of housing within a 100year flood zone; placement of structures within a 100-year flood zone; flooding as a result of failure of a levee or dam; and inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.


Project effects on the capacity of wastewater and stormwater systems, which are related to water hydrology and water quality impacts, are addressed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, of this SEIR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis


Hydrology and water quality setting information and impact analyses were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Hydrology/Water Quality and Community Services/Utilities sections as well as in the Mission Bay Initial Study Water and Geology/Topography sections. Those sections of the Mission Bay FSEIR discuss and analyze a preliminary approach to managing stormwater and wastewater in the Mission Bay South area. However, the approach that was ultimately adopted and implemented was described and analyzed as a "mitigation approach" in the Mission Bay FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (FSEIR Volume III). Information from these sections relevant to the analysis of hydrology and water quality impacts is summarized below.


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


Mission Bay Plan Stormwater Drainage Setting


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology/Water Quality setting section characterized existing drainage patterns and municipal sewer treatment facilities serving the Mission Bay Plan area at the time of FSEIR publication. As presented in that description, the Mission Bay Plan area was located in the City’s Bayside drainage basin, in which combined stormwater and sanitary sewage are were collected in the same set of pipes, conveyed to and treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) near Islais Creek, and treated wastewater iswasisis then discharged to the Bay in a deep water outfall at Pier 80. At that time, the Mission Bay Plan area was located in four sub-basins, with the project site draining to two of the sub-basins. The north and east portions of the Blocks 29-32 site drained to the Bay sub-basin, in which stormwater drained directly to the Bay, and the balance of Blocks 29-32 drained to the Mariposa sub-basin of the Bayside drainage basin of the combined sewer system. Stormwater collected in the Mariposa sub-basin was directed to the Mariposa pump station, and from there, to the SEWPCP. 


As reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the annual average dry weather flows at the SEWPCP at that time were estimated at 67 million gallons per day (mgd). During wet weather, the SEWPCP could treat up to 150 mgd to a secondary level, and an additional 100 mgd to a primary level.[footnoteRef:2] In addition, up to an additional 150 mgd of wet weather flows received primary treatment at the North Point Water Pollution Control Plant, increasing total wet weather treatment capacity for the Bayside drainage basin to 400 mgd. As also reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, if rainfall resulted in total combined wastewater and stormwater flows exceeding the total capacity of the SEWPCP, the North Point facility, and storage/transport facilities, then excess flows are directed to combined sewer discharge (CSD) structures located along the City’s bayside. These flows receive flow-through treatment (similar to primary treatment) and are discharged to the Bay in compliance with the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). [2:  	Secondary treatment is the treatment of wastewater or sewage involving removal of organic matter using biological and chemical processes. This is a higher level of treatment than primary treatment, which is removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as screening and sedimentation.] 



Mission Bay Plan Flooding Setting


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Water section summarized relevant information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR regarding the issue of potential flooding. The 1990 Mission Bay FEIR indicated that the elevation of the Mission Bay Plan area ranged from approximately +6 to -2 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:3], or 17 to 9 feet based on the 1988 North American Vertical Datum (NAVD88). Groundwater in the Mission Bay Plan area was reported at 3.5 to 9 feet below ground surface, and contiguous with the mean sea level in the adjacent Bay. As referenced in the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study, the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR determined that proposed structures or roadways in Mission Bay placed at elevations at or below 2 feet SFD (9 feet NAVD88), after settling on the site, could be subject to tidal flooding during the 100-year flood event, and that if sea levels were to rise, groundwater levels in Mission Bay could also rise.  [3:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the 1988 North American Vertical Datum.] 



Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


During the Draft SEIR phase of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the document originally analyzed an approach to managing stormwater and wastewater in the Plan area, but this approach was augmented and revised during the Responses to Comments phase. The original approach included reconfiguring the Central and Mariposa sub-basins of the combined sewer system, constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, and continuing to use the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system for the collection of both wastewater and stormwater. This approach was revised with the inclusion of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 which required design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the City's combined sewer system do not contribute to combined sewer discharges. This mitigation approach is described in Section 5.9.2.3, below. The revised approach, which was ultimately adopted and implemented, involved constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the Mariposa sub-basin as well as directing all stormwater flows in both basins to the separate stormwater systems.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Please see our comments on the Utilities and Service Systems section. It is hard to tell what was originally proposed compared to what was finally adopted.  Also the significance of the “original approach” (which was not adopted) in this analysis is not clear.  The discussion should focus on the analysis in the Final SEIR and the mitigation approach that was actually adopted.  Please consider this a global comment.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: GLOBAL COMMENT:
Consider adding greater detail regarding how the separate stormwater system works.  Below it states that “all stormwater would be diverted to the separate stormwater system.” But the analysis below goes back and forth discussing stormwater discharges to the separate system and stormwater discharges to the combined system. It is not clear what will actually occur.    

Also, the discussion is inconsistent regarding whether the separate system is planned or whether it has already been implemented.  Please clarify.  I believe the accurate description would be that the system is currently under construction and anticipated to be completed in 2015, prior to construction and operation of the proposed project.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Stormwater Drainage


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality impacts section described the proposed Mission Bay Plan’s original drainage plan, which included reconfiguring the drainage basins of the combined sewer, as shown on Figure 5.7-1 in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems. The reconfiguration included a proposed new separate stormwater system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin. Under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, stormwater that occurred within the Bay sub-basin (which included the north and east portions of Blocks 29-32 under 1998 conditions) would drain into the new separate stormwater infrastructure and no longer directly to the Bay. As described in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section, this separate storm drainage system originally proposed within the reconfigured Central sub-basin would divert an initial portion of the stormwater flow (approximately 80 percent of the average annual flow) to the City’s combined system for treatment. Stormwater volumes greater than the initial flows and up to a 5-year storm would be discharged directly to four new storm outfalls (two to the China Basin Channel/Mission Creek and two to the Bay). Volumes greater than a 5-year event would pond or would flow overland. The reconfigured Central sub-basin of the combined sewer system would convey wastewater from this basin to the SEWPCP for treatment. The original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach also proposed a reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin (which would include the southern portion of Blocks 29-32), that would convey both wastewater and stormwater in the City’s combined sewer system.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section indicated that implementation of the Mission Bay Plan would contribute pollutants to the Bay through: (1) the discharge to municipal wastewater effluent from the SEWPCP; (2) the discharge of treated combined sewer overflows (CSOs) (these events are now referred to as combined sewer discharges or CSDs); and (3) the discharge of untreated stormwater. As described below, the Mission Bay FSEIR found that these water quality impacts would be less than significant. As also discussed below, the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4 to address cumulative effects related to an increase in CSDs and water quality effects of untreated stormwater discharges.


Mission Bay Plan Effects onfof Volume and Quality of Municipal Wastewater Effluent


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach the Mission Bay Plan would generate municipal wastewater and increase the total effluent discharged from the SEWPCP to the Bay by about 3 percent, and result in an approximate 3 percent increase in the pollutant loading to the Bay from the City's municipal wastewater effluent discharges. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that for the most part, the quality of municipal wastewater from the Mission Bay Plan area would not differ substantially from the quality of other City wastewater conveyed to the SEWPCP, and would not materially change the concentrations of pollutants in the effluent. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the effluent increases would be well within the City’s treatment plant capacity, and would not cause a violation of the City’s NPDES permit requirements for its discharge from the SEWPCP. The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that the pollutant concentrations in the treated wastewater would be within water quality screening values, including water quality objectives adopted by the RWQCB. 


However, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) and some commercial or industrial operations could involve the discharge of some pollutants not typically associated with most other San Francisco wastewater, and these sources could potentially discharge chemicals, radioactive materials, and biohazardous materials to the SEWPCP. If improperly handled, these discharges could potentially result in a violation of the NDPES permit. The FSEIR identified Mitigation Measure K.2 in the Hydrology and Water Quality section, which required facilities with these discharges to install sampling ports to facilitate demonstration of compliance with discharge limitations. Implementation of this measure would reduce impacts related to municipal wastewater effluent to less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Combined Sewer Discharges


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, the Mission Bay Plan would increase the average annual volume of CSDs (formerly referred to as combined sewer overflows, or CSOs) by approximately 0.2 percent, and increase the duration of each overflow event by a few minutes. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay Plan would not change the concentrations of pollutants in the treated CSDs. In addition, this slight increase in CSD volumes and duration would not cause a violation of the City’s NPDES permit requirements for the CSDs, and thus, would not adversely affect existing near-shore aquatic biota or water-contact recreation in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay Plan effects of CSDs on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Direct Stormwater Discharge


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, the Mission Bay Plan would increase the volume of stormwater directly discharged from the Plan area to the Bay by approximately 2 percent and would also change the concentration of pollutants in the stormwater discharge due to the intensification of land uses proposed in the Mission Bay Plan. However, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that any potential increase in pollutants from stormwater discharges would be very small relative to those associated with municipal wastewater and treated CSDs. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that this increase in volumes and change in pollutant concentrations would not adversely affect existing aquatic biota in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay Plan effects of direct stormwater discharge on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Sediment Quality


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the RWQCB identified China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) and Islais Creek as candidate toxic hot spots for sediment quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, the Mission Bay Plan would increase the volume of CSDs from the combined sewer system to Islais Creek as well as the volume of direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that increased discharges would cause a corresponding increase in sediment deposition at these locations. However, the discharges would not measurably change the physical or chemical composition of the sediment layer, nor affect any determination by the RWQCB to designate China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) or Islais Creek as toxic hot spots. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay Plan effects on sediment quality in Islais Creek and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Water Contact Recreation


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach the Mission Bay Plan would increase CSDs from both the Mariposa and Islais Creek sub-basins of the City’s combined sewer system, which could affect water quality as well as the use of these areas for water contact recreation. However, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that water contact recreation occurs infrequently on the Bayside, and there would be no impact related to water contact recreation.


Mission Bay Plan Contribution to Cumulative Effects


The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that there were no significant cumulative impacts identified from the estimated increased volume and pollutant load of treated municipal wastewater effluent, treated CSDs, and direct stormwater discharges, because there would not be substantial degradation in water quality of the Bay or near-shore waters, no toxic effect on aquatic biota, and no substantial change in sediment quality or beneficial uses.


However, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that due to the lack of conclusive evidence refuting a causal relationship between treated CSDs, stormwater discharges, and sediment quality, the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on water quality of near-shore waters of the Bay from multiple sources of CSDs and direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the estimated Plan contribution (0.2 percent) to the potential cumulative increase (11 percent) in Bayside CSD volumes, and the contribution of Plan-related stormwater discharges to possible cumulative impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4 regarding CSD volumes and alternative treatment technologies for treatment of direct stormwater discharges (described below).


Mission Bay Plan Phased Development Effects on Water Quality from Stormwater


The Mission Bay FSEIR discussed U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Phase II stormwater regulations that had been proposed but not finalized at the time of publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR. These proposed regulations would require the City to develop and implement a stormwater management program to reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater to the maximum extent practicable and to protect water quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the absence of adopted regulatory requirements for a stormwater management program that addressed Mission Bay stormwater quality, and a failure to implement other best management practices (BMPs) to minimize stormwater pollution, could potentially conflict with the intent of the proposed stormwater permit requirements and result in a significant impact.


Mitigation Measure M.5 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section (see Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems) required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay drainage basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. Mitigation Measure K.5 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section identified implementation of an individual stormwater management program that utilizes BMPs for Mission Bay until the Phase II regulations become final and Mission Bay is included in the City’s stormwater management program. Implementation of this measure would reduce impacts to less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Flooding


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study included Mitigation Measures K.6a through K.6f, adapted from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR that required structures in the Mission Bay area to be designed and located in a way to protect low-lying shoreline areas from the dangers of tidal flooding, including consideration of a rise in relative sea level. The mitigation specified that to address effects of sea level rise, specific flood protection and engineering and building analyses must be conducted by a licensed engineer where structures are proposed below an elevation of 1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88). Potential measures identified by the mitigation included setback from the water’s edge, installation of seawalls, dikes and/or berms during construction of infrastructure; reducing the amount of excavation for utilities or basements; and use of topsoil to raise the level of public open spaces. With implementation of this mitigation, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Plan's effects related to flooding and sea level rise would be less than significant. 


FSEIR Mitigation Approach


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on the quality of near-shore waters of the Bay as a result of combined sewer discharges and direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). The Plan’s contribution to this cumulative impact would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4 requiring the master developer and the City to design and construct sewer improvements and implement alternative technologies to avoid increases in CSD volumes and to reduce settleable solids and floatable materials in stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). As written in the FSEIR, Measure K.3 applies to the entire project area and Measure K.4 applies only to the planned separate stormwater system that would discharge stormwater flows directly to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) and the Bay. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253) identified Mitigation Scenario B, which included separating the stormwater collection system and sanitary sewer in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin as well as in the reconfigured Central sub-basin. All stormwater runoff from Mission Bay South would flow to one of five pump stations (shown on Figure 5.7-2, see Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems) via gravity and would be pumped to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) or the Bay after vortex treatment to reduce the total settleable solid concentrations in the runoff. Other methods identified to reduce particulate matter in the stormwater discharges included street sweeping to remove particulates from streets and parking lots. Under this mitigation approach, the separate stormwater systems would no longer divert 80 percent of the initial stormwater flows to the combined sewer system, but instead, all stormwater from the Mission Bay South area would be directed to a separate stormwater system and discharged directly to the Bay. The master developer ultimately adopted and is currently implementing Mitigation Scenario B, as described in the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


The FSEIR estimated that by diverting all stormwater runoff from the combined sewer system, implementation of Mitigation Scenario B would increase direct stormwater discharges from Mission Bay South to the Bay by 107.2 million gallons per year. Because none of the stormwater from Mission Bay South would be discharged to the combined sewer system, this mitigation approach would reduce the total Bayside CSD volume by 33 million gallons per year relative to baseline conditions at the time of Mission Bay FSEIR publication. Implementation of this mitigation approach satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4.


Setting


Combined Sewer System


The Bayside drainage basin covering the east side of San Francisco consists of three distinct regulatory receiving water CSD basins and their watershed associations: North Shore (North Shore watershed), Central (Channel watershed in its entirety and a portion of Islais Creek watershed), and South (remainder of the Islais Creek Watershed and the entirety of Yosemite and Sunnydale watersheds), as shown on Figure 5.9-1. As also described in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the SEWPCP continues to treat up to 150 mgd of wastewater from each of these CSD basins to a secondary level.[footnoteRef:4] During dry weather, wastewater flows consist mainly of municipal and industrial sanitary sewage, and the annual average wastewater flow during dry weather is 60 mgd[footnoteRef:5] (reduced by 7 mgd from the 67 mgd reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998). The average dry weather design flow capacity of the SEWPCP is 84.5 mgd; therefore the existing flows are about 71 percent of the treatment capacity, and all dry weather wastewater flow is  [4:  	Secondary treatment is the treatment of wastewater or sewage involving removal of organic matter using biological and chemical processes. This is a higher level of treatment than primary treatment, which is removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as screening and sedimentation. Secondary treatment is less intensive than tertiary treatment, in which additional chemical and biological treatment processes are used to remove additional compounds that may be required for discharge or reuse purposes.]  [5:  	San Francisco Water Power Sewer, San Francisco’s Wastewater Treatment Facilities. June, 2014.] 
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treated to a secondary level at the SEWPCP. The treated wastewater is then discharged to the Bay through the deep water outfall at Pier 80, located immediately to the north of the Islais Creek Channel in compliance with the current NPDES permit. 


During wet weather (generally October through April), the combined sewer system collects large volumes of stormwater runoff in addition to municipal and industrial sanitary sewage, and the combined wastewater and stormwater flow is conveyed to treatment facilities, including the SEWPCP and North Point Wet Weather Facility, before eventual discharge to the Bay. The combined flows that exceed the total 400 mgd capacity of the SEWPCP and the North Point Wet Weather Facility and the 125-million-gallon storage capacity of the transport and storage structures receive the equivalent of primary treatment in the structures; excess flows are directed to CSD structures located along the shoreline in compliance with the City's NPDES permit issued by the RWQCB.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Wouldn’t the separate stormwater system that is currently being implemented collect the stormwater? Or is that not the case during wet weather?  Please clarify. Below it states that “all stormwater would be diverted to the separate stormwater system.” See similar Global Comment above.  


The CSD structure for the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin discharges to the Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay[footnoteRef:6] at Mariposa Street when the 11.2 mgd wet weather capacity of the Mariposa pump station and 0.7 million gallon capacity of the Mariposa storage and transport box is exceeded (see Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, for a description of these facilities). The Mariposa sub-basin is designed for a long-term average of 10 CSDs per year.[footnoteRef:7] Although the system was designed and constructed based on meeting this long-term average, it is understood that some years are wetter than others. Therefore, the NPDES permit allows the 10-discharge annual average to be exceeded in any particular year as long as the long-term average is maintained at the appropriate level. Historically, the Mariposa sub-basin has exceeded an average of 10 overflows per year.[footnoteRef:8] [6:  	This basin is a surface water body that is an inlet of Lower San Francisco Bay, and is not the same as the Central sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system where the northern portion of the project site is located.]  [7:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 500, Technical Memorandum No. 509, Combined Sewer Discharges, Final Draft. December, 2010.]  [8:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 600, Technical Memorandum No. 603, Collection System Configurations Analysis and Impact on Combined Sewer Discharge, Final Draft. December, 2010.] 



The CSDs from the reconfigured Central sub-basin in the project vicinity are discharged to Mission Creek via six discharge structures when flows at the Channel Pump Station exceed 80 mgd, or when total flows to the SEWPCP from the Channel and Bruce Flynn Pump Stations and SEWPCP lift station exceed 250 mgd. The facilities in this basin are also designed for a long-term average of 10 overflows per year, and the basin has historically reported an average of 10 overflows per year.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 600, Technical Memorandum No. 603, Collection System Configurations Analysis and Impact on Combined Sewer Discharge, Final Draft. December, 2010.] 



Flooding


Some low lying areas along San Francisco’s Bay shoreline are subject to flooding during periods of extreme high tides, storm surge and waves, although these occurrences are relatively rare in San Francisco compared to areas prone to hurricanes or other major coastal storms or to developed areas near or below sea level. In 2008, the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) adopted interim flood maps depicting the 100-year flood zone along the City’s Bay shoreline; the identified flood zones in the project area are shown on Figure 5.9-2. The 100-year flood zone represents areas that are subject to flooding once every 100 years on average or that have a 1percent chance of flooding in any single year. Flooding in these areas has the potential to damage buildings and infrastructure. Due to the continuing development of Mission Bay, some of the areas identified as being subject to flooding may no longer be flood prone when grading is completed to raise building sites above the 100-year floodplain.


As shown on Figure 5.9-2, the project site is not located within a currently identified 100-year flood zone based on the City’s interim floodplain maps. Therefore, this section discusses the factors contributing to coastal flooding and the potential for increased flooding in the future as a result of sea level rise. 


Factors Contributing to Coastal Flooding


Coastal areas are vulnerable to periodic flooding due to storm surge, extreme tides, and waves. Rising sea level due to climate change has the potential to increase the frequency, severity, and extent of flooding in coastal areas. These factors are described below.


Storm Surge. Storm surge occurs when persistent high winds and changes in air pressure push water towards the shore, which can raise the water level near the shoreline by several feet and may persist for several days. Along San Francisco’s bay shoreline, storm surge typically raises the surface water elevation 2 to 3 feet during major winter storms several times a year. Extreme high tides in combination with storm surge can cause inundation of low-lying roads, boardwalks, and promenades; can exacerbate coastal flooding; and can interfere with stormwater and sewer outfalls. 


The degree of storm surge depends on the severity of the storm as well as tidal levels at the time of the storm and is characterized using a return period which represents the expected frequency of a storm event occurring based on historical information. One-year storm surge is expected to occur each year while 100-year storm surge (which represents more extreme conditions) has a one percent chance of occurring in any year.


Tides. Diurnal (twice daily) high tides along San Francisco’s bay shoreline typically range from approximately 5 to 7 feet (NAVD88), though annual maximum tides may exceed 7 feet. The twice yearly extreme high and low tides are called “king tides.” These occur each year during the winter and summer when the earth, moon and sun are aligned, and may be amplified by winter weather. King tides and other high tides can result in temporary inundation of low-lying roads, boardwalks, and waterfront promenades. The Embarcadero waterfront (Pier 14) and the Marina area in San Francisco experience inundation under current king tide conditions.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  	San Francisco Water Power Sewer. Climate Stressors and Impact: Bayside Sea Level Rise Mapping, Final Technical Memorandum. June 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 
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Waves. Waves and wave run-up primarily affect a narrow band along the shoreline where wave energy can damage structures and overtop both natural embankments and shoreline protection structures such as seawalls and levees. The influence of waves diminishes inland as wave energy dissipates. In addition, the Pacific Ocean waves which are generally larger than those originating in the Bay are substantially dampened along the Bay shoreline due to transformation processes within San Francisco Bay.


Sea Level Rise. Seas are rising globally due to climate change, and they are expected to continue to rise at an accelerating rate for the foreseeable future. The sea level at the San Francisco tidal gauge has risen 8 inches over the past century. 


The National Research Council’s (NRC) 2012 report, Sea Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, and Future (the NRC Report) provides a scientific review of sea level rise for the West Coast and provides the most recent regional sea level rise predictions for 2030, 2050, and 2100, relative to the year 2000 sea level.[footnoteRef:11] In this report, the NRC projects that sea levels in the San Francisco Bay area will rise 11 inches by 2050 and 36 inches by 2100 as presented in Table 5.9-1. As presented in the NRC Report, these sea level rise projections represent likely sea level rise values based on the current understanding of global climate change and assuming a moderate level of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions[footnoteRef:12] and extrapolation of continued accelerating land ice melt patterns, plus or minus one standard deviation.[footnoteRef:13] [11:  	National Research Council, Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, and Future. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press, 2012. Available on the internet at: http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=13389. Accessed on October 1, 2014.]  [12:  	Future emissions of greenhouse gases depend on a collection of human decisions at local, regional, national, and international levels as well as potential unknown technological developments. For this reason, future changes in greenhouse gas emissions cannot be accurately estimated, and a range of emissions levels is considered in the NRC Report. Estimates of sea level rise relative to thermal expansion of the oceans were formulated using the mid-level, or moderate level, of predicted changes in greenhouse gas emissions (from a combination of fossil and non-fossil fuels), as well as an assumption of high economic growth; this represents scenario “A1B” as described by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).]  [13:  	One standard deviation roughly corresponds to a 15 percent/85 percent confidence interval, meaning that there is approximately 15 percent chance the value will exceed the high-end projection (8 inches for the 2030 example) and a 15 percent chance the value will be lower than the low-end projection (4 inches in 2030).] 



Table 5.9-1
Sea Level Rise Estimates for 
San Francisco BAY Relative to the Year 2000


			Year


			Projection





			2030


			6 ± 2 inches





			2050


			11 ± 4 inches





			2100


			36 ± 10 inches





			SOURCE: National Research Council, 2012











The estimates represent the permanent increase in Mean Sea Level and the associated average daily high tide conditions (represented by Mean Higher High Water, or MHHW)[footnoteRef:14] that could result from sea level rise; they do not take into account storm surge, extreme tides, or waves, all of which can result in water levels that are temporarily higher than MHHW as discussed above. [14:  	Mean higher high water is the higher of each day’s two high tides averaged over time.] 



In March 2013, the California Ocean Protection Council updated its 2010 statewide sea level rise guidance to adopt the NRC Report as the current, best available science on sea level rise for California.[footnoteRef:15] The California Coastal Commission supports the use of the NRC Report as the best science currently available in its 2013 Draft Sea-Level Rise Policy Guidance, which also emphasizes the importance of regularly updating sea level rise projections as the science continues to advance.[footnoteRef:16] The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) also considers the NRC Report to be the best available science-based prediction of sea level rise for San Francisco Bay. Accordingly, this SEIR considers the NRC Report to be the best science currently available on sea level rise affecting San Francisco for both CEQA and planning purposes. [15:  	State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance Document. Developed by the Coastal and Ocean Working Group of the California Climate Action Team (CO-CAT), with science support provided by the Ocean Protection Council’s Science Advisory Team and the California Ocean Science Trust. March 2013 Update. Available on the internet at http://www.opc.ca.gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/docs/2013_SLR_Guidance_Update_FINAL1.pdf. Accessed on October 1, 2014.]  [16:  	California Coastal Commission Draft Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, Public Review Draft. October 14, 2013. Available on the internet at: http://www.coastal.ca.gov/climate/SLRguidance.html. Accessed on October 1, 2014.] 



Although the NRC Report provides the best available sea level rise projections for San Francisco Bay at this time, scientific uncertainty remains regarding the rate and magnitude of sea level rise. Sea level rise projections beyond 2050 are highly dependent on assumptions regarding future global GHG emissions and future changes in the rate of land ice melting. As a result of the uncertainties inherent in these assumptions, the range of sea level rise predictions becomes substantially broader beyond 2050 (see Table 5.9-1). In recognition of this uncertainty, the State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance recommends an adaptive management approach for development in areas that may be subject to sea level rise beyond 2050.


Sea Level Rise Inundation Mapping


The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), as part of the planning for its Sewer System Improvement Program, has developed a series of maps published in 2014 that represent areas of inundation along both the Bay and Ocean shorelines of San Francisco. These maps use a 1-meter horizontal grid resolution[footnoteRef:17] based on the 2010/2011 California Coastal Mapping Program LiDAR.[footnoteRef:18] The inundation maps leverage data from the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) California Coastal Mapping and Analysis Project, which includes detailed coastal engineering analyses and mapping of the San Francisco Bay shoreline. [17:  	The horizontal grid resolution of a digital elevation model (DEM) defines the scale of the features that are modeled; this is generally the minimum resolution necessary to depict levees, berms, and other topographic features important to diverting floodwaters.]  [18:  	LiDAR (Light Detection and Ranging) is a remote sensing technology that measures distance by illuminating a target with a laser and analyzing the reflected light. LIDAR is commonly used to create high-resolution terrain models, topography data sets, and topographic maps.] 



The SFPUC inundation maps evaluate scenarios that represent the NRC projections of sea level rise in combination with the effects of storm surge. They represent permanent inundation that could occur as a result of total water level rises (over and above year 2000 MHHW) based on daily tidal fluctuations. Each scenario also addresses temporary inundation that could occur from extreme tides and from 1-year, 2-year, 5-year, 25-year, 50-year, and 100-year storm surge. Flooding as a result of storm surge would occur on a temporary basis, during and immediately after a storm event or extreme tide. 


The scenarios used in this SEIR analysis, listed below, are representative of inundation that could occur by the year 2050 and the year 2100, based on the NRC’s projected level of sea level rise and considering a 100-year storm surge:


· MHHW plus 12 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by 2050); 


· MHHW plus 36 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by 2100);


· MHHW plus 52 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by the year 2050 in combination with a 100-year storm surge); and


· MHHW plus 77 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by the year 2100 in combination with a 100-year storm surge).


The SFPUC cautions that its maps represent a “do nothing” scenario, in which no measures are taken to prevent future flooding and no area-wide measures such as waterfront protection structures are constructed. In the event that the City undertakes area-wide measures to protect against inundation in the future, the mapping would need to be revised to reflect the modified inundation areas with construction of these measures. In addition, because the SFPUC sea level rise maps are based on 2010/2011 topographic mapping, they do not account for planned increases in the base elevation of sites within Mission Bay that are provided in the 1998 Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan to prevent future flooding due to sea level rise.


As shown on Figure 5.9-3, the SFPUC inundation maps indicate that the project site would not be inundated with water level rises of 12 inches, which is expected by 2050, even when the effects of 100-year storm surge are considered.[footnoteRef:19] In addition, the project site would not be inundated with 36 inches of water level rise which is expected by 2100. However, when the effects of a 100-year storm surge are considered under this scenario, the site could be flooded to depths of between 2 and 4 feet as shown on Figure 5.9-4.[footnoteRef:20] [19:  	Note that the green zone shown within the project site on Figure 5.9-3 is the open excavation that is not hydrologically connected to flooding zones and would be filled when the site is developed.]  [20:  	Note that greater inundation depths are indicated on Figure 5.9-4 in the area of the open excavation, but this excavation would be filled when the site is developed.] 
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Planning for Sea Level Rise in San Francisco


The City has convened an inter-agency Climate Adaptation Working Group to identify ways to make sure that it is prepared to adapt to effects of sea level rise. Participating agencies include the Department of the Environment, SFPUC, Planning Department, City Administrator’s office, Port of San Francisco (Port), San Francisco International Airport (SFO), Department of Public Works (DPW), Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA), Department of Public Health, and Department of Recreation and Parks. The working group is focusing its effort on the City’s most imminent adaptation concerns, including sea level rise along Ocean Beach and shores, flooding from storm surge and extreme rain events, an increased likelihood of extreme heat, and decreased fog that supports redwoods and local ecosystems. To address sea level rise and flooding, the working group is focusing on efforts to improve the existing coastal flood protection infrastructure in time to prevent significant flooding impacts from sea level rise. The working group will establish requirements addressing proper flood insurance for structures in low lying areas, flood-resilient construction of new developments within inundation areas, and a low-carbon foot print for new developments. The working group is also assessing the use of natural solutions such as wetlands to protect the shoreline. 


On September 22, 2014, the City’s Capital Planning Committee (CPC) adopted the Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability and Risk to Support Adaptation, which was prepared by an inter-agency committee including the CPC, SFPUC, Port, SFO, DPW, MTA, and the Planning Department.[footnoteRef:21] Accordingly, the City’s capital planning program now requires the preparation of project-level sea level rise vulnerability and risk assessments for all City capital projects with a cost of $5 million or more that are located in areas potentially vulnerable to future flooding due to sea level rise. [21:  	City and County of San Francisco Sea Level Rise Committee, Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability and Risk to Support Adaptation. September 22, 201. Available online at http://onesanfrancisco.org/wp-content/uploads/San%20Francisco%20SLR%20Guidance%20Adopted
%209.22.14%2012182014.pdf, accessed on February 5, 2015. ] 



The SFPUC is addressing sea level rise as part of its Sewer System Improvement Program, and is conducting a detailed analysis of the potential for new and existing combined sewer infrastructure to be affected by sea level rise. [footnoteRef:22] Accordingly, all new facilities will be built using a climate change criterion so the combined sewer system will be better able to respond to rising sea levels. Because rising sea levels and storm surge could potentially inundate the combined sewer system and exacerbate existing flooding from the sewer system, or cause new flooding, the SFPUC is also evaluating alternatives such as the installation of backflow preventers on the combined sewer discharge structures to restrict the intrusion of Bay water into the combined sewer system. [22: 	San Francisco Water Power Sewer. Bayside Drainage Basin Urban Watershed Opportunities, Final Draft Technical Memorandum. July, 2014.] 



Trash in Waterways


Trash is of concern for San Francisco Bay because Lower San Francisco Bay is listed as an impaired water body under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act for trash. Plastic in the marine environment breaks into smaller and smaller pieces and it is eaten—often with fatal consequences—by fish, turtles, birds, and whales.[footnoteRef:23] Aquatic debris threatens sensitive ecosystems and has been documented to kill or harm nearly 700 wildlife species. The debris also interferes with navigation, degrades natural habitats, costs millions of dollars in lost revenue, and is a threat to human health and safety. Most aquatic debris comes from land-based sources including littering, legal and illegal dumping, a lack of or poor waste management practices and recycling capacity, stormwater discharges, animal interference with garbage, and extreme natural events. The growing quantity of single-use plastic packaging contributes substantially to the amount of trash transported to waterways.  [23:  	National Resources Defense Council, NRDC News Brief, Waste in Our Waterways, Unveiling the Hidden Costs to Californians of Litter Clean-Up. August, 2013.] 



Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Clean Water Act – Water Quality


In 1972, the Clean Water Act (CWA) established the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into the waters of the United States and gave the U.S. EPA the authority to implement pollution control programs. The CWA sets water quality standards for contaminants in surface waters. The statute employs a variety of regulatory and non-regulatory tools to reduce direct pollutant discharges into waterways, to finance municipal wastewater treatment facilities, and to manage polluted runoff. The U.S. EPA has delegated responsibility for implementation of portions of the CWA, including water quality control planning and programs in California to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine RWQCBs. Water quality standards applicable to the project are listed in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan), discussed further below under State Regulations.


Section 303(d) and Total Maximum Daily Loads


In accordance with Section 303(d) of the CWA, sStatesstatessStates must present the U.S. EPA with a list of “impaired water bodies,” defined as those water bodies that do not meet water quality standards. The CWA requires the development of total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) to improve water quality of impaired water bodies. Implementation of this program in the project area is conducted by the RWQCB and is discussed below in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations.


Section 402


Section 402 of the CWA authorizes the U.S.EPA to establish a nationwide surface water discharge permit program for municipal and industrial point sources known as the NPDES program. Under Section 402, the San Francisco Bay RWQCB has set standard conditions for each permittee in the Bay Area, including effluent limitation and monitoring programs. Discharges of stormwater and wastewater from the proposed project would be subject to NPDES permits issued to the CCSF that are described in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations, below.


Federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy


In 1994, the U.S. EPA adopted the Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy (CSO Control Policy), which became part of the CWA in December 2000. This policy establishes a consistent national approach for controlling discharges from combined sewers to the nation’s waters. Using the NPDES permit program, the permittee is required to implement the following nine minimum controls that constitute the technology-based requirements of the CWA and can reduce the frequency of CSDs and their effects on receiving water quality:


1. Conduct proper operation and regular maintenance programs for the combined sewer system and CSD outfalls;


2. Maximize the use of the collection system for storage; 


3. Review and modify pretreatment programs to minimize the effect of non-domestic discharges to the collection system;


4. Maximize flow to the SEWPC and North Point Facility for treatment;


5. Prohibit CSDs during dry weather;


6. Control solids and floatable materials in CSDs;


7. Develop and implement a pollution prevention program focused on reducing the effect of CSDs on receiving waters;


8. Notify the public of CSDs; and 


9. Monitor to effectively characterize CSD effects and the efficacy of CSD controls.


The City is currently implementing these controls as required by the CSO Control Policy and has also developed a long-term control plan to optimize operations of the wastewater collection and treatment system and maximize pollutant removal during wet weather. 


Consistent with the CSO Control Policy and the Long-Term Control Plan, the City captures and treats 100 percent of the combined sewage flow collected in the combined sewer system during precipitation events. Captured flows are directed first to the SEWPCP and North Point Facility for primary or secondary treatment. Flows in excess of the capacity of these facilities are diverted to storage and transport boxes constructed around much of the City, and receive the equivalent to primary treatment prior to discharge to San Francisco Bay. The Long-Term Control Plan specifies operational parameters that must be met in each drainage basin before a CSD can occur, and includes the following long-term average annual design goals for CSDs:


· Four CSD events along the North Shore


· Ten CSD events from the Central Basin


· One CSD event along the Southeast Sector


Although the Mariposa sub-basin has historically exceeded the long-term goal of ten CSD events per year as discussed above, the City is currently meeting these long-term average design goals for the overall Bayside drainage basin.


State Regulations


California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act


The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Division 7 of the California Water Code) provides for protection of the quality of waters of the State of California for use and enjoyment by the people of California. The act also establishes provisions for a statewide program for the control of water quality, recognizing that waters of the state are increasingly influenced by interbasin water development projects and other statewide considerations, and that factors such as precipitation, topography, population, recreation, agriculture, industry, and economic development vary regionally within the state. The statewide program for water quality control is therefore administered most effectively on a local level with statewide oversight. Within this framework, the act authorizes the SWRCB and RWQCBs to oversee the coordination and control of water quality within California.


San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan)


San Francisco Bay waters are under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB which established regulatory standards and objectives for water quality in the Bay in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin, commonly referred to as the Basin Plan.[footnoteRef:24] The Basin Plan identifies existing and potential beneficial uses for surface waters and provides numerical and narrative water quality objectives designed to protect those uses. The preparation and adoption of water quality control plans is required by the California Water Code (Section 13240) and supported by the federal CWA. Because beneficial uses, together with their corresponding water quality objectives, can be defined per federal regulations as water quality standards, the Basin Plan is a regulatory reference for meeting the state and federal requirements for water quality control. Adoption or revision of surface water standards is subject to the approval of the U.S. EPA.  [24: 	San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan), June 29, 2013. Available online at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb2/
water_issues/programs/planningtmdls/basinplan/web/docs/BP_all_chapters.pdf. Accessed February 5, 2015. ] 



The proposed project site is located adjacent to Lower San Francisco Bay which extends from approximately the Bay Bridge on the north to the Dumbarton Bridge on the south. The CSD structure for the Mariposa sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system discharges to Central Basin, an inlet of Lower San Francisco Bay along the City's bay shoreline. The CSD structures for the Central sub-basin of the combined sewer system discharge to Mission Creek which ultimately drains to Lower San Francisco Bay. Identified beneficial uses for Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay and Mission Creek include commercial and sport fishing, estuarine habitat, wildlife habitat, water contact recreation, noncontact water recreation, and navigation. Identified beneficial uses for Lower San Francisco Bay include industrial service supply, commercial and sport fishing, shellfish harvesting, estuarine habitat, fish migration, preservation of rare and endangered species, fish spawning, wildlife habitat, water contact recreation, noncontact water recreation, and navigation.


Impaired Water Bodies and Total Maximum Daily Loads


As described above under Section 303(d) of the CWA, sStatesstatessStates must present the U.S. EPA with a list of “impaired water bodies,” defined as those water bodies that do not meet water quality standards. The proposed project is located approximately 230 feet inland from Lower San Francisco Bay. The RWQCB has listed Lower San Francisco Bay as an impaired water body for chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, dioxins, furan compounds, mercury, PCBs, invasive species, and trash.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  	State Water Resources Control Board, 2010 Integrated Report (Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List / 305(b) Report) — Statewide. http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/integrated2010.shtml. Accessed on October 2, 2014.] 



The Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay, where the CSD structure for the Mariposa sub-basin discharges, is listed as an impaired water body for the chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, dioxin compounds, furan compounds, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, polychlorinated biphenyls, mercury, selenium, and invasive species. The sediments of the Central Basin are listed for mercury and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons.


Mission Creek, where the CSD structures for the reconfigured Central sub-basin of the combined sewer system discharge, is listed as an impaired water body for ammonia, hydrogen sulfide, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. The sediment of Mission Creek is listed for chlordane, dieldrin, lead, mercury, PCBs, silver, and zinc.


As required by the CWA, the U.S. EPA requires the development of TMDLs to improve water quality of impaired water bodies. The first step of the TMDL process is development of a TMDL report describing the water quality problem, detailing the pollutant sources, and outlining the solutions. An implementation plan, included in the TMDL report, describes how and when pollution prevention, control, or restoration activities will be accomplished and who will be responsible for these actions. The final step of the TMDL process is adopting and amending the Basin Plan to legally establish the TMDL and to specify regulatory requirements for compliance. As part of a Basin Plan amendment, waste load allocations are specified for entities that have permitted discharges.


TMDLs for polychlorinated biphenyls and mercury in San Francisco Bay have been approved by the U.S. EPA and officially incorporated into the Basin Plan. The RWQCB also adopted the San Francisco Bay Watershed Permit (Order No. R2-2012-0096) which addresses mercury and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in municipal and industrial wastewater discharges.[footnoteRef:26] [26: 	San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Waste Discharge Requirements for Mercury and PCBs from Municipal and Industrial Wastewater Discharges to San Francisco Bay, Order No. R2-2012-0096, NPDES No. CA0038849, adopted December 12, 2012. http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_decisions/
adopted_orders/2012/R2-2012-0096.pdf pdf, accessed on October 2, 2014.] 



NPDES Waste Discharge Regulations


As discussed above in Section 5.9.4.1, Federal Regulations, Section 402 of the federal CWA established the NPDES program to protect water quality of receiving waters. The NPDES program requires all facilities that discharge pollutants into waters of the United States to obtain a permit. The permit provides two levels of control – technology-based limits and water-quality-based limits – to control discharge of pollutants for the protection of water quality. Technology-based limits are based on the ability of dischargers in the same category to treat wastewater, while water quality-based limits are required if technology-based limits are not sufficient to protect the water body. Water quality-based effluent limitations required to meet water quality criteria in the receiving water are based on criteria specified in the National Toxics Rule, the California Toxics Rule, and the Basin Plan. NPDES permits must also incorporate TMDL wasteload allocations when they are developed. In California, the SWRCB and the RWQCBs implement and enforce the NPDES program.


Small MS4 General Stormwater Permit


In 2003, the SWRCB adopted the General Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4s), SWRCB Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ. An updated permit, Order No. 2013-001-DWQ, was adopted by the SWRCB on February 5, 2013 and became effective on July 1, 2013 (the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit). Areas that drain to separate stormwater collection systems in San Francisco are subject to this permit. The Mission Bay FSEIR was published in 1998, prior to passage of the first Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit.


The updated Phase II General MS4 Permit identifies specific BMPs and management measures to be addressed and requires permittees to submit a guidance document to the SWRCB documenting their strategies for complying with permit requirements. The required program includes specific elements related to program management, education and outreach on stormwater impacts, public involvement/participation, illicit discharge detection and elimination, construction site stormwater runoff and control, pollution prevention/good housekeeping for permittee operations, post-construction stormwater management for new development and re-development, water quality monitoring requirements, program effectiveness assessment, and annual reporting. For renewal permittees such as the CCSF, the guidance document must identify and describe BMPs included in their previous Stormwater Management Plan that may be more protective of water quality than the minimum requirements of the updated permit, and identify whether the permittee proposes to maintain, reduce, or cease implementation of the BMP. 


While the UCSF Mission Bay Campus utilizes the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system along with the rest of the development in Mission Bay South, the campus is considered a non-Traditional Small MS4 permittee under the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES permit. In accordance with this permit, UCSF has implemented its own management program for stormwater discharges from campus facilities. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See previous comments. This indicates the separate stormwater system has already been implemented and is being used. But elsewhere it states that the separate stormwater system has not yet been implemented.  It is not always clear in the discussion in this chapter whether stormwater would go to the separate system or the combined system. 


Southeast Plant, North Point, and Bayside Facilities NPDES Permit


The City currently holds an NPDES permit (RWQCB Order No.R2-2013-0029) adopted by the RWQCB in August 2013, that covers the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and all of the Bbaysidebayside wet-weather facilities, including CSDs to the Bay.[footnoteRef:27] The permit specifies discharge prohibitions, dry-weather effluent limitations, wet-weather effluent performance criteria, receiving water limitations, sludge management practices, and monitoring and reporting requirements. The permit prohibits overflows from the CSD structures during dry weather, and requires wet-weather overflows to comply with the nine minimum controls specified in the federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy, described above, and the City’s Long Term Control Plan. Areas in the Bayside drainage basin that drain to the City’s combined sewer system are subject to this permit. [27: 	Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. CA0037664, Order No.R2-2013-0029, for City and County of San Francisco Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant, North Point Wet Weather Facility, Bayside Wet Weather Facilities and Wastewater Collection System., adopted January 31, 2008.] 



As discussed above in Section 5.9.4.2, Federal Regulations (Federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy), the NPDES permit does not explicitly regulate the number, volume, duration, or frequency of CSDs from the combined sewer system, but instead requires that the system meets the long-term average annual design goals for CSDs from each sub-basin. Under the Long-Term Control Plan, the City must optimize operations of the combined sewer system to minimize CSD frequency, magnitude, and duration and maximize pollutant removal during wet weather and must also provide treatment of all discharges from the combined sewer system, including CSDs. The NPDES permit also requires the City to monitor the water quality of all CSDs and the efficacy of wet weather discharge controls. If the CSDs cause a violation of water quality standards in the receiving water, the City must evaluate its Long-Term Control Plan and combined sewer system operation to ensure compliance with water quality standards.


Volatile Organic Compound and Fuel General NPDES Permit 


The RWQCB has issued Order Number R2-2012-0012 which is a general permit for the discharge of extracted and treated groundwater resulting from the cleanup of groundwater polluted by volatile organic compounds and fuels (VOC and Fuel General Permit).[footnoteRef:28] The permit specifies water quality criteria for the discharges, receiving water limitations, and discharge prohibitions (including flow rate and restrictions on scouring and erosion). Monitoring requirements for demonstrating permit compliance are also specified. To obtain authorization to discharge under this permit, the discharger must submit a Notice of Intent describing the proposed discharge and treatment system and the RWQCB must issue an Authorization to Discharge once it is determined that the discharger is eligible to discharge under the permit. [28:  	San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharge or Reuse of Extracted and Treated Groundwater Resulting from the Cleanup of Groundwater Polluted by Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), Fuel Leaks and Other Related Wastes (VOC and Fuel General Permit). Order No. R2-2012-0012, NPDES No. CAG912002.] 



Local and Regional Regulations and Plans


Stormwater and Wastewater Management


SFPUC Storm Water Management Plan


San Francisco has obtained coverage under the updated Phase II General MS4 Permit described above for separate storm sewer systems under its jurisdiction. In accordance with this permit, the SFPUC is required to submit a guidance document to the SWRCB documenting its strategies for complying with permit requirements. San Francisco’s Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), prepared under the previous General MS4 Permit,[footnoteRef:29] will remain in effect until the guidance document is completed. The SWMP is comprised of six program areas that address water quality: public education and outreach, public involvement/participation, illicit discharge detection and elimination, construction site stormwater runoff control, post-construction stormwater management in new development and redevelopment, and pollution prevention/good housekeeping for municipal operations. The SWMP thereby requires implementation of a variety of stormwater pollution reduction measures that mirror these six program areas, including the implementation of stormwater BMPs (such as construction period BMPs and post-construction BMPs). [29:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco Stormwater Management Plan, Annual Report 2009 (Year 6), March 30, 2010.] 



The project area would drain to the new separate stormwater system and would be subject to all provisions and regulatory requirements set forth by the SFPUC, including compliance with the SWMP and the guidance document, once the SFPUC assumes jurisdiction over the storm sewer system. 


Stormwater Design Guidelines 


Development projects that discharge stormwater to either the combined sewer system or a separate stormwater system must comply with Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 147, which was adopted in 2010 (subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR). The SFPUC and the Port of San Francisco have developed San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines in accordance with the requirements of the Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit and Article 4.2, Section 147. [footnoteRef:30] The SFPUC is currently updating the guidelines to reflect changes in the updated Phase II General MS4 Permit. [30:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Port of San Francisco, San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, November 2009, http://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=2779, accessed on October 2, 2014.] 



The Stormwater Design Guidelines require compliance with specified stormwater management requirements and provide five tools to help project developers achieve compliance with stormwater management requirements:


· A step-by-step guide describing how to manage stormwater onsite


· A set of stormwater BMP fact sheets


· A vegetation palette to assist in BMP-appropriate plant selection


· Sizing calculators to determine the required size of each BMP


· Maintenance checklists explaining the types and frequencies of the maintenance activities associated with each BMP


In accordance with the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, developers of projects that disturb more than 5,000 square feet of ground and discharge to a separate stormwater system must implement BMPs to reduce the flow rate and volume and improve the quality of stormwater going into the separate stormwater system. For covered projects, the stormwater management approach must capture and treat rainfall from the design storm of 0.75 inches. These projects would reduce or eliminate downstream water pollution by reducing impervious cover, eliminating sources of contaminants, treating pollutants in stormwater runoff, or increasing onsite infiltration.


The SFPUC inspects stormwater BMPs once they are constructed, and any issues noted by the inspection must be corrected. The owner is responsible for completing an annual self-certification inspection, and must submit completed checklists and maintenance logs for the year to the SFPUC. In addition, the SFPUC inspects all stormwater BMPs every third year. Any issues identified by either inspection must be resolved before the SFPUC can renew the certificate of compliance. 


Projects that are required to implement the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines are also subject to review by the San Francisco Building Inspection Commission, and are subject to building codes that include provisions for managing drainage for new construction. Specifically, Section 1101.1.1 of the San Francisco Plumbing Code and Section 1503.4 of the San Francisco Building Code allow roofs and other building areas to drain to locations other than the combined sewer.


Wastewater Discharges to the Combined Sewer System


Discharges of non-sewage wastewater to the combined sewer system are subject to the permit requirements specified in Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code and supplemented by Department of Public Works Order No. 158170. The permit requires development and implementation of a pollution prevention program and specifies discharge limitations for specific chemical constituents as well as general conditions for the discharge. In addition, the discharge must meet the pretreatment standards specified in Article 4.1 and the discharger must monitor the discharge quality for compliance with permit limitations. The discharger must also submit periodic reports to the SFPUC and the CCSF conducts periodic inspections to ensure compliance.


San Francisco Sea Level Rise Guidance


As noted above, the CCSF has developed guidance for incorporating sea level rise into the planning of capital projects in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:31] The guidance presents a framework for considering the effects of sea level rise on capital projects implemented by the CCSF and selecting appropriate adaptation measures based on site-specific information. The planning process described in the guidance includes six primary steps: [31:  	City and County of San Francisco Sea Level Rise Committee, Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability and Risk to Support Adaptation. September 22, 2014. Available online at http://onesanfrancisco.org/wp-content/uploads/San%20Francisco%20SLR%20Guidance%20Adopted
%209.22.14%2012182014.pdf, accessed on February 5, 2015.] 



· Review sea level rise science


· Assess vulnerability


· Assess risk


· Plan for adaptation


· Implement adaptation measures


· Monitor


As of September 2014, the CCSF considers the NRC report as the best available science on sea level rise in California. However, the guidance acknowledges that the science of sea level rise is continually advancing and projections of sea level rise may need to be updated at some point to reflect the most updated science. Sea level rise inundation maps prepared by the SFPUC, described above in Section 5.9.3.2, Flooding, are considered the most up-to-date maps and take into account both water level rises and the temporary effects of storm surge along the shoreline based on existing topography and conditions. The guidance states that the review of available sea level science should determine whether the project site could be subject to flooding during the lifespan of the project. 


For those projects that cost $5 million or more that could be flooded during their lifespan, the guidance requires a vulnerability assessment based on the degree of flooding that could occur, the sensitivity of the project to sea level rise, and the adaptive capacity of the project site and design (the ability to adjust to sea level rise impacts without the need for substantial intervention or modification). The risk assessment takes into consideration the likelihood that the project could be adversely affected by sea level rise and the related consequences of flooding. An adaptation plan is required for projects that are found to be vulnerable to sea level rise and have a potential for substantial consequences. The plan should focus on those aspects of the project that have the greatest consequences if flooded. It should include clear accountability and trigger points for bringing adaptation strategies online as well as a well-defined process to ensure that milestones are being met and the latest science is being considered.


The CCSF sea level rise guidance document also acknowledges that there is some flexibility in how to plan for adaptations, and it may not always be feasible or cost effective to design and build for long-term potential sea level rise scenarios that are of a highly uncertain nature, such as the upper end of the NRC report range for the year 2100 (66-inches of sea level rise). In this case, the project could be designed and constructed to be resilient to the likely mid-century sea level rise (11± 4 inches by 2050). An alternative approach would be to build the project to be resilient to the likely sea level rise by 2100 (36 inches), while including adaptive capacity to be resilient to the upper range of sea level rise estimates for 2100 (66 inches).	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This indicates that the project could feasibly be designed differently to be resilient to sea level rise.  If so, this should be discussed as an alternative. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Is this an actual project alternative? If so identify what specific alternative it is. This and the previous sentence seem to indicate that it would be feasible to build the project to be resilient to these sea level rise scenarios.  Not sure whether that is true or whether those options are analyzed. If these options are discussed elsewhere, please include a reference to that discussion.  


Under CEQA, the CCSF considers city projects that could be vulnerable to 100-year flooding in combination with sea level rise during their lifespan to have a significant risk related to flooding.


San Francisco Floodplain Management 


San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements are specified in the San Francisco Administrative Code, Article XX, Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285. For buildings located within a flood-prone area, this code requires the following:


· The building must be adequately anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement.


· The building must be constructed with materials and utility equipment that is resistant to flood damage, and with methods and practices that minimize flood damage.


· Electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, and air conditioning equipment must be designed or located to prevent water from entering or accumulating within the components during flooding.


· All water supply and sanitary sewage systems must be designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters into the system as well as discharges from the systems into floodwaters. 


For projects located in areas that could be prone to flooding from the combined sewer system during wet weather, the SFPUC may require additional actions such as provision of a pump station for sewage flows, raised elevation of entryways, special sidewalk construction, and deep gutters.[footnoteRef:32] [32:  	San Francisco Planning Department, Planning Director Bulletin No. 4, Review of Project Identified in Areas Prone to Flooding.] 



Trash Management


Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code, Garbage and Refuse, requires that properties have appropriate containers placed in appropriate locations for the collection of refuse. In accordance with this article, the refuse containers must be constructed with tight fitting lids or sealed enclosures, and the contents of the container may not extend above the top of the rim. The property owner must also have adequate refuse collection service. Article 6 also prohibits the dumping of refuse onto any streets or lands within San Francisco.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to hydrology and water quality if it were to:


· Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;


· Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;


· Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; or


· Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam.


The analysis of violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements discussed in Impact HY-6 below also addresses the following significance criterion from Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems: 


· Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board.


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the hydrology and water quality analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, pp. 86 through 98), which also explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts previously identified in the 1998 FSEIR on hydrology and water quality with respect to degradation of water quality during construction (Impact HY-1); depletion of groundwater and interference with groundwater recharge (Impact HY-2); alteration of drainage patterns (Impact HY-3); placement of housing within a 100-year flood zone; placement of structures within a 100-year flood zone (Impact HY-4); and flooding as a result of failure of a levee or dam; and inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow (Impact HY-5). Therefore, no further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section. The hydrology and water quality section of the Initial Study determined that all construction-related hydrology and water quality impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant. 


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Construction Impacts


Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, the project sponsor conducted additional evaluation of dewatering requirements during construction and provided additional information regarding construction dewatering discharge options. This section presents a revised analysis of the water quality impacts of groundwater discharges based on the additional information. The analysis assumes that construction dewatering activities would be conducted in compliance with all applicable regulations, and the impact would be considered less than significant if proposed dewatering activities would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise degrade water quality. All other construction-related impacts of the proposed project are unchanged from what is presented in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOPIS).


Operational Impacts


This section addresses two impacts associated with long-term operation of the proposed project. The first impact analyzes the potential for project-related changes in wastewater and stormwater to result in water quality effects; this impact addresses related significance criteria and is broken down into various aspects of wastewater and stormwater management. The second impact analyzes the potential for flooding impacts as related to sea level rise. The approach to analyzing these impacts is shown below relative to the applicable significance criteria:


Exceed wastewater treatment requirements, violate water quality standard or waste discharge requirement, exceed the capacity of a storm drainage system, provide a substantial source of stormwater pollutants, or substantially degrade water quality: Because stormwater and wastewater are conveyed in the same set of pipes within the Bayside drainage basin of the City’s combined sewer system, described above in the Setting, the hydrology and water quality impacts related to changes in stormwater and wastewater flows are combined under one impact statement. This analysis is related to the analysis presented in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, which evaluates impacts related to the capacity of wastewater or stormwater facilities, but this impact analysis focuses primarily on the potential to affect water quality. The impact analysis is broken down as described below.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See Global Comment above.  Wouldn’t stormwater be conveyed in a separate system? Below the text states that “all stormwater would be diverted to the separate stormwater system.”


· Dry weather flows to combined sewer system: The analysis considers whether the project would contribute additional wastewater to the City’s combined sewer system to the extent that the contribution would cause the system to exceed the treatment requirements (with respect to volume and treatment level) or other permit requirements of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB NPDES permit for the SFPUC's Bayside wastewater facilities. The impact is considered less than significant if the increase in dry weather flows remains within the treatment capacity of the SEWPCP.


· Wet weather flows to combined sewer system: The impact analysis examines whether project-related increases in wastewater flows would contribute to combined sewer discharges during wet weather. The impact is considered less than significant if the increased flows would not increase the frequency of combined sewer discharges above the long-term average specified in the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and Bbaysidebayside wet-weather facilities.


· Effluent discharges from SEWPCP: For the analysis of impacts related to changes in the quality of effluent discharges from the SEWPCP, the analysis considers whether discharges of wastewater to the combined sewer system would cause effluent quality to exceed the discharge limitations of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP. If not, the impact is considered less than significant. 


· Direct discharges of stormwater runoff and storm drainage capacity: The analysis considers whether the post-construction flows would be within the capacity of the newly constructed separate stormwater system in Mission Bay South or provide an additional source of stormwater pollutants that could degrade water quality. The impact is considered less than significant if the flows would be within the capacity of the stormwater system, and would not result in an additional source of stormwater pollutants.


· Litter: The analysis considers whether compliance with regulatory requirements for trash management would prevent substantial water quality degradation from litter that could be transported to the Bay via stormwater runoff or wind. If so, the impact is considered less than significant.


Expose people or structures to a significant risk from future flooding: The analysis considers whether people or structures on the project site could be exposed to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding as a result of sea level rise in combination with storm surge and extreme tides. The impact is considered less than significant if the project site would not be inundated during a 100-year coastal flood within the life of the project, or if the project would conform to flood resistant building standards and be capable of adapting to future flood hazard conditions. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Cumulative impacts related to combined sewer discharges and stormwater system inadequacies in the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins could ultimately affect the water quality of Lower San Francisco Bay. Accordingly, the geographic scope of cumulative water quality impacts includes areas that drain to the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins. The cumulative analysis utilizes a list-based approach to analyze the effects of the project in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in this geographic area, including full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and implementation of the UCSF Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), and assumes that construction and operations of other projects in the geographical area would have to comply with the same regulatory requirements as the project. The analysis then considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with project implementation in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the geographical area, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Add a reference to the list of projects considered in the cumulative analysis.  


Impact Evaluation


Impacts HY-1 to HY-5: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS), which includes all construction-related impacts of the proposed project, except that Impact HY-1 is modified below to account for new information regarding groundwater discharges during construction-related dewatering.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact HY-1a: The project would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality with respect to construction-related dewatering. (Less than Significant)


Impact HY-1 of the Initial Study evaluated the potential for groundwater dewatering discharges during construction to violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, the project sponsor developed additional information regarding construction dewatering discharge options.


Water Quality Effects of Groundwater Dewatering During Construction


Construction dewatering is expected to last approximately nine months. The initial estimated and peak water discharge rate is 1,850 gallons per minute (gpm) and would last three to four days.[footnoteRef:33] By the end of the first week, the discharge rate would decrease to about 300 gpm, and by the end of the second week, to about 100 gpm. By the end of the initial 45-day construction period, the discharge rate would decrease to approximately 30 to 40 gpm, and this rate is expected to last for the remaining duration of the dewatering period, approximately seven and a half months. The three two potential construction dewatering discharge options are: (1) directly discharging to the City's combined sewer system; (2) installing an on-site dewatering treatment system and discharging the treated water to the Bay if the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station would be exceeded with the discharge; and (32332) a combination of discharging the treated water to the Bay and to the City’s combined sewer systemthe first two options.  [33:  	Shipman, Dorinda and Kimbrel, Elizabeth, Langan Treadwell Rollo, 2015. Memorandum to Kate Aufhauser, Golden State Warriors and Clarke Miller, Strada Investment Group regarding Construction Dewatering Discharge Options, Golden State Warriors Arena, San Francisco, California. February 17, 2015.] 



If discharged to the combined sewer system, the discharges would be subject to the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. This ordinance is found in Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the combined sewer system. In accordance with Article 4.1 and Order No. 158170, the discharge permit would contain appropriate discharge standards and may require installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain contaminants related to past site activities, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the construction contractors would be required to treat the groundwater as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge to the combined sewer system, and discharge rates would be controlled so that the capacity of the sewer system would not be exceeded.


If discharged directly to the Bay, the discharges would be subject to permitting requirements of the RWQCB under the VOC and Fuel General NPDES permit, described in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations, which specifies water quality criteria and monitoring requirements for discharges of extracted and treated groundwater. Accordingly, under this option, the project sponsor or its contractors would be required to submit a Notice of Intent to the RWQCB describing the proposed discharge and treatment system, and the RWQCB must issue an Authorization to Discharge once it is determined that the discharger is eligible to discharge under the permit. The contractors would install an on-site treatment system that includes settling tanks for removal of sediments and treatment for hydrocarbons and metals. A treatability study would be conducted prior to discharge to demonstrate that the treatment system can effectively meet the discharge limitations.[footnoteRef:34] The treated water would likely be discharged through a stormwater swale or outfall pipe either downstream of Pump Station SDPS-1 or downstream of Pump Station SDPS-5 (both are part of the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system) shown on Figure 5.7-2. Regular influent and effluent water quality monitoring would be conducted to demonstrate permit compliance. [34: 	Ibid.] 



The combined option could include directing a portion of the initial discharges to the Bay as described above until flows have subsided to the point that they are within the capacity and meet influent constituent concentration requirements of the Mariposa pPump sStation.pump station. Discharges to both the Bay and the combined sewer system would be subject to the same permitting requirements as described above. For water discharged to the combined sewer system, the discharges would be subject to the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. This ordinance is found in Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the combined sewer system. In accordance with Article 4.1 and Order No. 158170, the discharge permit would contain appropriate discharge standards and may require installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain contaminants related to past site activities, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the construction contractors would be required to treat the groundwater as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge to the combined sewer system, and discharge rates would be controlled so that the capacity of the sewer system would not be exceeded. Discharges to the Bay would be subject to the same permitting requirement described above.


With discharge to the combined sewer system in accordance with the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance as supplemented by Order No. 158170, or discharge to the Bay in accordance with the VOC and Fuel General NPDES permit as authorized by the RWQCB, water quality impacts related to a violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of groundwater produced during construction‐related dewatering would be less than significant.


Mitigation: None required.


Comparison of Impact HY-1 (revised) to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that water quality impacts associated with groundwater discharges during construction-related discharges would be less than significant with discharge to the combined sewer system in accordance with Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170. While the anticipated flow rates could temporarily exceed those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the discharge would be subject to Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170 or the VOC and Fuel General NPDES permit, which would ensure that the discharges do not exceed water quality criteria or cause water quality degradation. Therefore, the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts on water quality from construction-related dewatering activities than previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operation


Impact HY-6: Operation of the proposed project could exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP,;; violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, otherwise substantially degrade water quality as a result of changes in wastewater and stormwater discharges to the Bay;,; or exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay, or provide a substantial source of polluted runoff. Operation of the proposed project would not contribute to a substantial increase in combined sewer discharges. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


This impact discussion covers multiple sources of potential effects on water quality and is broken down as follows: dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only) to the combined sewer system; wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater) to the combined sewer system; effluent discharges from the SEWPCP; direct discharges of stormwater runoff and storm drainage capacity; and litter. 


Dry Weather Flows to the Combined Sewer System


The sewer analysis for the proposed project estimates that the total average wastewater flow would be 0.164 mgd and the peak wastewater flows would be 1.074 mgd.[footnoteRef:35] During dry weather (typically, May 1 to October 15), all wastewater generated from the proposed project would be conveyed to and treated at the SEWPCP, which currently has available dry-weather treatment capacity of about 24.5 mgd, as described above in Section 5.9.3.1, Combined Sewer System. The average flow from the project would be less than 0.7 percent of the remaining dry-weather treatment capacity of the SEWPCP, and the peak daily flow would be approximately 4.4 percent of the available capacity. Therefore, during dry weather, impacts related to exceeding the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco RWQCB would be less than significant. [35:  	BKF Engineers, 2015. Water and Sewer Analyses for Golden State Warriors Arena @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. January 9.] 



Wet Weather Flows to the Combined Sewer System	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See Global Comment above regarding the separate stormwater system.  There should be a better explanation why stormwater would be directed to the combined system in certain scenarios, but not others.  . 


During wet weather (typically October 15 to April 30), there is a wide variation in volume of wastewater flow to the combined sewer system due to the addition of stormwater to the sanitary sewage flows. During severe rainstorms, the increased wet weather flows can exceed the combined 400 mgd treatment capacity of the Bayside wet weather facilities and the 125 -million gallon capacity of the transport and storage boxes. Under the proposed project, stormwater at the project site would be diverted to the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system, which would be a decrease of stormwater flows to the combined sewer system compared to existing conditions. Sanitary sewage would be conveyed to the combined sewer system during both wet and dry weather, and the increase in sanitary sewage would represent an incremental increase in wastewater volume from the project site compared to existing conditions. This increase could affect the overall combined sewer system’s wet weather operations in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin when the wastewater flows are added to the existing wastewater and stormwater flows from other portions of the Mariposa sub-basin. While the combined sewer system is currently in compliance with applicable regulations and permits for discharges to the Bay, the Mariposa subbasin has historically exceeded the long-term average design goal for CSDs (see Section 5.9.3.1, above, regarding the existing conditions of the City's combined sewer system).


Existing average wastewater flows from development projects completed within the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system as of February 2015 are approximately 1.21 mgd, including 0.31 mgd of existing flows from UCSF.[footnoteRef:36] Assuming average flows of 0.16 mgd from the project site in combination with these flows, the total average flows to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station would be 1.38 mgd. Conservatively assuming that all 1.074 mgd of the peak wastewater flows from the project site would discharge to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station, the total combined flows could be up to 2.28 mgd. [36:  	Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. 2015. Combined Sewer Impact Analysis, Golden State Warriors Arena EIR. February 18.] 



Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. analyzed the effect of project-related increases in wastewater discharges on CSDs from the Mariposa sub-basin using the DPW’s Hydrocalc planning model.[footnoteRef:37] The modeling report is included as Appendix HYD of this SEIR. Using the wastewater flows described above and standard rainfall assumptions used by the DPW, the model estimated the annual average frequency, volume, and duration of CSDs that would occur once the Mariposa wet and dry-weather pump stations reach the combined capacity of 11.2 mgd under existing and project conditions. The model estimates that under existing conditions, CSDs from the Mariposa sub-basin occur approximately 10 times per year with an average volume of 5.34 million gallons and duration of 17.2 hours.  [37:  	Ibid.] 



The model analyzed the effects of discharging the average flows from the proposed project in combination with the existing average flows in the drainage area. Under this scenario, the frequency of CSDs would not increase, but the volume of the CSDs would increase from 5.34 to 5.63 million gallons and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 17.3 hours. All CSDs would receive the equivalent of primary treatment in the Mariposa transport and storage structure prior to discharge to the Bay. As a worst case, the model also assumed that peak project-related wastewater flows would occur during every large storm which is an unlikely scenario (i.e., the model assumed that there would be a capacity event at the event center at the exact same time as every large storm of the rainy season). However, even using this worst case scenario, there would be no increase in the frequency of CSDs with the addition of peak project-related flows, but the volume of the CSDs would increase from 5.34 to 7.20 million gallons and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 19.4 hours. Under all conditions, all CSDs would receive the equivalent of primary treatment in the Mariposa transport and storage structure prior to discharge to the Bay.


As discussed in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations, the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and all of the Bbaysidebayside wet-weather facilities does not limit the specific annual number of CSD events. Instead, the permit acknowledges that some years are wetter than others and requires that the combined sewer system is designed and constructed based on meeting the specified long-term average number of CSDs from each sub-basin. Therefore, the NPDES permit allows the limitation ofanan annual average of 10 CSDs for the Mariposa sub-basin to be exceeded in any particular year, as long as the long-term average of 10 CSDS per year is met. Because average and peak wastewater flows from the project site would not increase the frequency of CSD events from the Mariposa subbasin and would be consistent with the requirements of the NPDES permit, project-level water quality impacts related to contributions to an increase in CSD frequency would be less than significant. 


Effluent Discharges from the SEWPCP


Consistent with what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, some wastewater discharges associated with future uses at the project site could involve the discharge of some pollutants not typically associated with most other San Francisco discharges. If improperly handled, discharges of unusual chemicals such as radioactive materials and biohazardous materials to the SEWPCP could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, which would be a potentially significant impact. While these discharges would be regulated under Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mitigation Measure K.2 requiring facilities anticipated to have a potentially significant discharge of pollutants to the sanitary sewer to install sampling ports to facilitate sampling to monitor discharge quality. At this time, it is not known specifically what uses might occupy the proposed office development at Blocks 29-32, and the possibility of uses that would handle radioactive or biohazardous materials cannot be precluded. Thus, as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, in the event that there could be future activities that handle radioactive or biohazardous materials, implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 (same as Mitigation Measure M-HY-6) would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation.


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity 


Currently, approximately half of the project site is paved, and the rest is undeveloped. Runoff from portions of the paved and unpaved areas drain to perimeter streets, but a majority of runoff is contained in a low lying area within the site. There are no storm drains on the site. The runoff that drains to the perimeter streets currently flows to the combined sewer system. 


Under the proposed project, all stormwater would be diverted to the separate stormwater system being constructed by the master developer for Mission Bay South. Discharges of stormwater from the project site to the separate stormwater system would be subject to the regulatory requirements of the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit, Section 147 of Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, and the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines, all of which were adopted since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR and are described in Section 5.9.4, Regulatory Framework. Accordingly, the project sponsor would be required to implement BMPs to improve the quality of stormwater entering the stormwater system. The stormwater management approach must capture and treat rainfall from the design storm of 0.75 inches and include measures to reduce or eliminate downstream water pollution by reducing impervious cover, eliminating sources of contaminants, treating pollutants in stormwater runoff, or increasing onsite infiltration. The project would primarily utilize two Low Impact Development (LID) strategies to achieve the requirements for capture and treatment of stormwater: green roofs on several buildings, rainwater harvesting, and flow-through biotreatment planters. Treated water from these facilities would be directed to proposed on-site storm drains, which would connect to the separate stormwater collection system in the adjacent streets. 


Implementation of BMPs and other stormwater control measures as required by the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit; Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 147; and the City's Stormwater Design Guidelines would ensure that the project does not contribute to an increase in discharge of stormwater pollutants to the Bay in discharges from the separate stormwater system. Therefore, impacts related to degradation of water quality and providing an additional source of stormwater pollutants are less than significant in relation to direct stormwater discharges. 


As described in Impact C-UT-3 in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the Mission Bay South stormwater system is designed to convey runoff from a 5-year storm event under build-out conditions. While the project would increase runoff relative to existing conditions because the amount of impervious surfaces would be increased, the volume of offsite stormwater discharges would be consistent with the projected build-out condition that the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system was designed to serve. Therefore, stormwater runoff from the project would not exceed the capacity of the stormwater system and this impact would be less than significant.


Litter


The proposed public use of the project site as an event center could increase the potential for litter. In accordance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code, Garbage and Refuse, the project sponsor would be required to place containers in appropriate locations for the collection of refuse. In accordance with this article, the refuse containers must be constructed with tight fitting lids or sealed enclosures, and the contents of the container may not extend above the top of the rim. The project sponsor must also have adequate refuse collection service. Further, Article 6 prohibits the dumping of refuse onto any streets or lands within San Francisco. 


The project would also be required to comply with several City ordinances which would decrease the amount of non-degradable trash generated under the proposed project, as discussed in Section 11 of the Initial Study, Utilities and Service Systems (see Appendix NOP-IS). The San Francisco Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance requires facilities to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash, and the Food Service Waste Reduction Ordinance prohibits any establishment that serves food prepared in San Francisco from using polystyrene foam (Styrofoam) to-go containers. This ordinance also requires that any containers used in the City’s programs be either recyclable or compostable. 


Compliance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code and the City ordinances described above would reduce the amount of non-recyclable and non-compostable wastes produced during events, and would ensure that adequate containers and refuse service are provided. This would reduce the potential for transport of litter to the separate stormwater system (including the UCSF MS-4) and Bay via wind or stormwater runoff. Furthermore, as indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project sponsor would implement a number of event center site management practices to minimize potential disruption associated with event center operations, including the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy. This policy includes the following provision:


· Employees of the establishment shall walk a 100-foot radius from the premises sometime between 30 minutes after closing time and 8:00 a.m. the following morning, and shall pick up and dispose of any discarded beverage containers and other trash left by area nighttime entertainment patrons.


Therefore, for reasons stated above, water quality impacts related to littering would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact HY-6, Water Quality Impact Analysis


Impact HY-6 describes potential water quality impacts of the proposed project related to dry weather wastewater flows and compliance with the wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB; wet weather wastewater flows; effluent discharges from the SEWPCP; direct discharges of stormwater; and litter. The analysis determined that project-related effects on dry weather wastewater flows would be less than significant because the wastewater flows would be within the remaining capacity of the SEWPCP. Impacts related to wet weather flows and CSDs were determined to be less than significant because the discharge of project-related peak wastewater flows would not result in an increase in frequency of CSD events from the Mariposa sub-basin. 


Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP. Impacts related to direct discharges of stormwater and litter would be less than significant due to compliance with existing regulations and implementation of proposed event center site management practices. 


Mitigation Measure M-HY-6. Wastewater Sampling Ports


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.2. Participate in the City’s existing Water Pollution Prevention Program. Facilitate implementation of the City’s Water Pollution Prevention Program by providing and installing wastewater sampling ports in any building anticipated to have a potentially significant discharge of pollutants to the sanitary sewer, as determined by the Water Pollution Prevention Program of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Bureau of Environmental Regulation and Management (WPPP),, and in locations as determined in consultation with the WPPP.


Comparison of Impact HY-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Dry-Weather Flows to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that, based on anticipated land uses as offices, the estimated total wastewater flow from the project site would be an average of 0.192 mgd and a peak of 0.578 mgd. The average flows for the proposed project would be less than analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, but the peak flows would be almost two times greater than previously anticipated. Although the project would result in a somewhat more severe impact than analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the impact would remain less than significant because the dry-weather flows would be within the capacity of the SEWPCP. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to dry weather flows to the combined sewer system than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Wet Weather Flows to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR anticipated that stormwater within the reconfigured Central sub-basin would be collected in a separate stormwater system and wastewater flows generated within this basin would be conveyed in the City’s combined sewer system. The Mission Bay FSEIR also anticipated that both stormwater and wastewater flows generated in the Mariposa sub-basin would be conveyed to the combined sewer system. With this configuration, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that increases in combined sewer discharges and associated pollutants were anticipated in the Mariposa and Islais Creek discharge locations. The Mission Bay Plan’s contribution to an increase in the frequency, volume, or duration of combined sewer discharges would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 requiring the master developer and SFPUC to consider sewer improvements to avoid increases in CSD volumes. 


The master developer has proceeded with implementation of Mitigation Scenario B described in the FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253) and described in Section 5.9.2.3 (FSEIR Mitigation Approach), above. This scenario includes separating the stormwater collection system and sanitary sewer in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin as well as in the reconfigured Central sub-basin as originally planned in the FSEIR. Because none of the stormwater from Mission Bay South would be discharged to the combined sewer system, the Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that this mitigation approach would reduce the total Bayside CSD volume by 33 million gallons per year. 


As discussed above, under the worst case conditions analyzed, discharge of the peak wastewater flows from the project site could increase the volume of each CSD from the Mariposa sub-basin by about 1.9 million gallons but would not increase the frequency of CSD events from this sub-basin. While the project would result in slightly more severe effects than analyzed in the FSEIR, this impact would be less than significant because the existing frequency of CSD events would not be exceeded and would be within the limitations of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and bBaysidebayside wet-weather facilities. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to CSD events than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Effluent Discharges from SEWPCP. The FSEIR concluded that UCSF and some commercial or industrial operations may involve the discharge of some pollutants not typically associated with most other San Francisco discharges, and discharges from these businesses could potentially result in a violation of the NDPES permit. The FSEIR identified Mitigation Measure K.2 in the Hydrology and Water Quality section requiring facilities with these discharges to install sampling ports to facilitate demonstration of compliance with discharge limitations. The proposed project could involve some of the same land uses, but as discussed above would require implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2 from the FSEIR. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that with the sewer system improvements proposed as part of the Plan, including reconfiguration of the Central and Mariposa sub-basins and construction of a separate stormwater system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, the Mission Bay Plan would accommodate the projected changes to stormwater flows. Impacts related to exceeding the capacity of the stormwater system would be less than significant. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that the direct stormwater discharges under the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on the quality of near-shore waters of the Bay and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). The project’s contribution would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure K.4 requiring treatment of all separate stormwater discharges. 


As described above, stormwater discharges from the project would discharge to the Mission Bay South stormwater system constructed in accordance with Mitigation Scenario B described in the FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253). This separate stormwater system provides treatment of stormwater discharges at each of the five outfalls. Further, stormwater discharges from the project site would be subject to the regulatory requirements of the SWRCB and City which require treatment of stormwater before it is discharged to a separate stormwater system. Therefore, the project would result in less severe water quality impacts than analyzed in the FSEIR related to direct stormwater discharges, and the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to stormwater runoff and discharges than was previously identified. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.5 requires implementation of an individual stormwater management program that utilizes BMPs for Mission Bay until the Phase II regulations become final and Mission Bay is included in the City’s stormwater management program. However, subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the SWRCB adopted the General Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems. The CCSF also adopted Section 147 of Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code in 2010 and published the associated Stormwater Design Guidelines. Discharges of stormwater from the project site to the separate storm sewer would be required to comply with these regulatory requirements as further described above. Therefore, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.5 is not applicable to the proposed project.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.5 in the Community Services and Utilities section required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay drainage sub-basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. However, as discussed in Section 5.7 of this SEIR, Utilities and Service Systems, this mitigation measure is no longer warranted for the proposed project because the project would discharge stormwater to the separate stormwater system being constructed in accordance with the approved Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


_________________________


Impact HY-7: Operation of the proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding. (Less than Significant)


Existing grades at the project site range from -1 to +3 feet SFD (10 to 14 feet NAVD88). As discussed in Impact HY-4 of the Initial Study (see pp. 102 to 103 of the Initial Study in Appendix NOP-IS ), the project site is not located within a 100-year flood zone depicted on San Francisco’s interim flood maps prepared in 2008. The project site is also generally above the projected 2050 flood elevation of -0.6 feet SFD (11 feet NAVD88), which combines 12 inches of sea level rise with the effects of a 100-year storm surge. Thus, as shown on Figure 5.9-3 and described in the Setting, the project site would not be subject to flooding in 2050 with projected sea level rise.[footnoteRef:38] In addition, the project site would not be flooded during daily high tide conditions (MHHW) with the 36 inches of sea level rise that is expected by 2100.  [38:  	Note that the green zone shown within the project site on Figure 5.9-3 is the open excavation that is not hydrologically connected to the Bay or flooding zones and would be filled when the site is developed.] 



However, when the effects of a 100-year storm surge are considered in combination with 36 inches of sea level rise, the flood elevation would be 1.5 feet SFD (13 feet NAVD88), and the site at its existing grade could be temporarily flooded to depths of up to about 2.5 feet. This is consistent with the SFPUC mapping depicted on Figure 5.9-4, which shows flooding depths at 2foot intervals and indicates that the site could be temporarily flooded to depths of between 2 and 4 feet.[footnoteRef:39] Thus, the project site could be prone to flooding by 2100 based on projected sea level rise in combination with the effects of storm surge. [39:  	Note that greater inundation depths are indicated on Figure 5.9-4 in the area of the open excavation, but this excavation would be filled when the site is developed.] 



However, as noted in the Setting, this flooding scenario is based on 2010/2011 topographic conditions and assumes that no site-specific flood protection measures such as filling to raise the grade of low lying areas or area-wide measures such as construction of berms, levees or seawalls would be implemented to protect the project site or surrounding area during the intervening period. As such, it is likely that the actual flood zone would be different by 2100 than what is illustrated on Figure 5.9-4 under built conditions, and the actual flood zone would include only those areas of the site with ground elevations below the flood elevation of 1.5 feet SFD (13 feet NAVD88) that are not protected by area-wide flood protection measures.


Development in the flood zone could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death unless designed and constructed in accordance with flood resistant building standards. San Francisco’s Floodplain Management Ordinance (Chapter 2A, Article XX, Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) provides standards for building in flood prone areas. For building sites in flood prone areas, Section 2A.283 (b)(1) specifically requires that:


· The building must be adequately anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement.


· The building must be constructed with materials and utility equipment that is resistant to flood damage, and with methods and practices that minimize flood damage.


· Electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, and air conditioning equipment must be designed or located to prevent water from entering or accumulating within the components during flooding.


· All water supply and sanitary sewage systems must be designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters into the system as well as discharges from the systems into floodwaters. 


The Floodplain Management Ordinance is applicable only in areas that are designated by the City Administrator as susceptible to being inundated by a 100-year flood. At present, the City’s designated 100-year flood zone is that shown on the 2008 interim flood map, which does not consider projected sea level rise and does not therefore include the project site. As such, the Floodplain Management Ordinance does not apply to the project site.


However, although it is not subject to the San Francisco Floodplain Management Ordinance, the project would be designed and constructed consistent with flood-resistant building standards or, in some cases, to be capable of adapting to meet these standards when needed in the future in recognition of future flood hazards due to sea level rise. These features or strategies that have been incorporated in the project design include:


· Locating the base of the main event center entry at an elevation of 10 feet SFD (21 feet NAVD88), which would be 8.5 feet above the projected flood elevation in 2100. Access to office and retail uses from the main plaza would be provided at this elevation.


· Raising pedestrian access and outdoor areas to an elevation of 10 feet SFD (21 feet NAVD88)),, which would be 8.5 feet above the projected flood elevation in 2100. These areas include the Third Street Plaza, main pedestrian path around the event center, Bayfront Overlook, and Bayfront Terrace. The project would also provide access to the upper floors of the Food Hall from the elevated pedestrian path.


· Locating the base of the secondary arena entry on the southeast portion of the event center at an elevation of 26 feet SFD (37 feet NAVD88), 24.5 feet above the projected flood elevation in 2100, and making it accessible from the elevated pedestrian path or stairs from the southeast plaza.


· Providing expanded height first floors in the retail uses and lobbies in the South Street and 16th Street buildings, Food Hall, and buildings fronting Terry Francois Boulevard which would provide space to raise the floor level above the projected flood elevation.


· Eliminating Minimizing to the extent feasible the number of building wall penetrations below an elevation of 3.5 feet SFD (15 feet NAVD88), which is two feet higher than the projected flood elevation in 2100 where feasible, to preclude inside flooding. 


· Waterproofing the below ground features to address fluctuations in groundwater levels that may result from sea level rise.


· Designing the water supply and wastewater facilities to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters as well as discharges from these systems into flood waters. 


Three components of the proposed project would be constructed below ground, and would also be below the projected flood elevation in 2100. These include the team practice courts at an elevation of -14 feet SFD (-32332.7 feet NAVD88), the below grade parking and loading dock at an elevation of -10.7 feet SFD (10110.6 foot NAVD88), and the event level (floor of the basketball court) at an elevation of - 6 feet SFD (5.3 feet NAVD88). To prevent inundation of these areas by flood waters, the garage and loading dock entries would be designed to allow future installation of floodgates and a solid curb could be constructed alongside landscaped areas to prevent flood flows from encroaching onto the site. Sand bags could also be available to provide temporary protection from future flooding. 


Mechanical systems for the event center that would be located in the below-grade parking could also be flooded by 2100. However, the project design includes providing space for emergency pumps in these areas, including the area adjacent to the mechanical systems. Further, the mechanical systems could be moved to areas of the site that are above future flood levels if necessary. 


The project features described above would be consistent with San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements specified in the San Francisco Administrative Code, Article XX, Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285 and discussed in the Setting. In addition, the stormwater bioretention areas and stormwater drain inlets located along the property perimeter would facilitate drainage of flood waters. Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the planned waterfront park to the east would also serve as a buffer for the project site against coastal flooding. 


While the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100, the project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Therefore, impacts related to flooding would be less than significant. 


Mitigation: None required.


Comparison of Impact HY-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that portions of the Mission Bay Plan area could be subject to inundation as a result of sea level rise and included Mitigation Measures K.6a through K.6f for structures proposed below an elevation of 1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88). The mitigation required implementation of construction specifications to address effects of sea level rise that would be based on specific flood protection and engineering and building analyses by a licensed engineer where structures are proposed below an elevation of 1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88).


Elevations at the project site range from approximately -1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88) to +3 feet SFD (14 feet NAVD88),[footnoteRef:40] however some of the project components would extend below grade. The SFPUC inundation maps completed in 2014 have provided a more detailed assessment of areas of the project site that could be inundated due to sea level rise and indicate an area greater than previously anticipated in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, the above-described measures that are incorporated into the project design fulfill the requirements of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.6, which is no longer warranted for the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those identified in the FSEIR regarding flooding from sea level rise. [40:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.] 



_________________________


Cumulative Impacts	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There should be a reference to the projects considered in this cumulative analysis.  Above the text states that the list approach was used so add a reference to the list of projects. 


Impact C-HY-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


[bookmark: _Toc300726443]_________________________


Impact C-HY-2: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP; violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality as a result of changes in wastewater and stormwater discharges to the Bay; or exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay, or provide a substantial source of polluted runoff. Cumulative wet weather flows would not contribute to an increase in combined sewer discharges. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to the wastewater treatment requirements of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP and contributions to CSDs could occur within the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins. Accordingly, the geographic scope of cumulative impacts related to these topics is the geographical area that drains to the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins.


Impacts related to exceeding the capacity of the stormwater system and providing additional sources of stormwater pollutants could occur within the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system. Accordingly, the geographic scope of cumulative impacts related to this topic is the geographical area that drains to the separate stormwater system.


The geographical scope for littering includes all of Lower San Francisco Bay, which is listed as an impaired water body for trash.


Dry Weather Flows to Combined Sewer System


As discussed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the SFPUC estimates that under full build out of [_______],, average wastewater flows to the Mariposa sub-basin would be 1.69 mgd and peak wastewater flows would total 4.8 mgd, including flows from the proposed project.[footnoteRef:41] During dry weather (typically, May 1 to October 15), all wastewater generated in the Mariposa sub-basin would be conveyed to and treated at the SEWPCP, which currently has available dry-weather capacity of about 24.5 mgd, as described above in Section 5.9.3.1, Combined Sewer System. The average flow at full build out of [____________] would be less than 7 percent of the available dry-weather capacity of the SEWPCP, and the peak daily flow would be approximately 20 percent. Therefore, during dry weather, cumulative impacts related to exceeding the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco RWQCB would be less than significant. [41:  	Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. 2015. Combined Sewer Impact Analysis, Golden State Warriors Arena EIR. February 18.] 



Wet Weather Flow to Combined Sewer System


Existing average wastewater flows from development projects completed within the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system as of February 2015 are approximately 1.21 mgd, including 0.31 mgd of existing flows from UCSF.[footnoteRef:42] Assuming the addition of average flow from the proposed project and average flows from future developments at full build out of Mission Bay South, the average cumulative flows to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station would be 1.69 mgd. Conservatively assuming that all 1.074 mgd of the peak wastewater flows from the project site would discharge to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station, the total combined flows would total approximately 2.766 mgd at full build out. As described in Impact HY-6, above, Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. analyzed the effect of cumulative increases in wastewater discharges on CSDs from the Mariposa sub-basin using the San Francisco DPW’s Hydrocalc planning model.[footnoteRef:43] The modeling report is included as Appendix HYD of this SEIR. Using the wastewater flows described above and standard rainfall assumptions used by the DPW, the model estimated the annual average frequency, volume and duration of CSDs that would occur once the Mariposa wet and dry-weather pump stations reach the combined capacity of 11.2 mgd. Considering average flows within the Mariposa sub-basin and project site, the model estimated that under cumulative conditions, the number of CSD events would not increase, but the volume of the CSDs would increase from 5.34 to 6.32 million gallons and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 18.2 hours. Considering peak flows from the project site, the frequency of CSDs would increase from 10 to 11, the average volume would increase from 5.34 to 7.98 million gallons, and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 21.8 hours.  [42:  	Ibid.]  [43:  	Ibid.] 



As noted in Impact HY-6, the model analyzed worst-case conditions assuming that project-related peak wastewater flows would occur concurrently with each large rainstorm. However, these conditions would not be expected to occur on a regular basis, if at all. Therefore, cumulative conditions would not likely result in exceeding the long-term annualAs explained above, the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and all of the bayside wet-weather facilities does not limit the specific annual number of CSD events. Instead, the permit acknowledges that some years are wetter than others and requires that the combined sewer system is designed and constructed based on meeting the specified long-term average number of CSDs from each sub-basin. Thus, the NPDES permit allows an annual average of 10 CSDs for the Mariposa sub-basin to be exceeded in any particular year, as long as the long-term average is met. Therefore, cumulative conditions would not likely result in exceeding long-term average of 10 CSDs allowed for the Mariposa sub-basin in the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, North Point Wet Weather Facility, and bBaysidebayside wet-weather facilities. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to contributions to an increase in CSD frequency would be less than significant. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: An increase in the frequency of CSDs from 10 to 11 seems to indicate a potential impact.  Added text to clarify that this would still not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the NPDES permit. Please verify. 


Further, as discussed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the SFPUC will be constructing future improvements to increase the capacity of the Mariposa pPump sStationpump station and associated facilities, and this would increase the amount of wastewater that could be conveyed to the SEWPCP and Northpoint Wet Weather facilities for treatment, resulting in a corresponding reduction in CSD volumes from the Mariposa sub-basin (see Impacts C-UT-2 and C-UT-4).


Effluent Discharges from SEWPCP


As discussed in Impact HY-6, if the proposed office space includes biotech uses, the project could result in discharge of biohazardous and radioactive materials that, if improperly handled, could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP. The cumulative effects of wastewater discharges containing such materials could result in an exceedance of the NPDES discharge limitations of the SEWPCP, resulting in a potentially significant cumulative impact. However, the project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant) with implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2, which requires installation of wastewater sampling ports for business that discharge unusual materials to facilitate sampling. 


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity 


As discussed in Impact HY-6, the project site would be served by the existing Mission Bay South separate stormwater infrastructure and the project would conform to the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines for treatment of stormwater runoff to separate stormwater systems. Similar to the proposed project, all of the future projects in the vicinity that disturb greater than 5,000 square feet would be required to comply with the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines, which require capture and treatment of stormwater discharged to separate stormwater systems. Therefore, cumulative impacts within the Mission Bay South area related to exceeding the capacity of a stormwater system, providing additional sources of polluted runoff, and water quality degradation as a result of direct stormwater discharges would be less than significant.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This does not really address the impact.  This should describe the capacity of the system and explain that the project plus other projects will not exceed the capacity. 


Litter


As discussed in Impact HY-6, the project’s water quality impacts related to littering would be less than significant through compliance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code and the City ordinances addressing recycling and composting of wastes as well as the project's proposed event center site management practices (including implementation of the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy).  Other projects in the area are also required to comply with these requirements.   Therefore, the project's contribution to cumulative water quality impacts related to litter would not be cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than significant).


Comparison to FSEIR Significance Determination


Dry Weather Flow to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address cumulative effects related to dry weather flows to the City’s combined sewer system. However, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay Plan would generate approximately 2.5 mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow), or 3.7 percent of the volume of wastewater treated at the SEWPCP at the time of FSEIR publication, and determined this to be a less than significant impact.


Under full build out of [__________],, average wastewater flows in the Mariposa sub-basin would be 1.69 mgd, or less than 3 percent of the 60 mgd of wastewater currently treated at the SEWPCP. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially severe impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Wet Weather Flow to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Plan’s estimated 0.2 percent contribution to the 11 percent cumulative increase in Bayside combined sewer discharge volumes would be a significant impact. The Plan’s contribution would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 requiring design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the combined sewer do not contribute to combined sewer discharges.


As described in Section 5.9.2.3 (FSEIR Mitigation Approach) above, the master developer has implemented Mitigation Scenario B that includes separating the stormwater collection system and sanitary sewer in the reconfigured Central and Mariposa sub-basins in Mission Bay South. Implementation of this mitigation approach satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 and is estimated to reduce total Bayside CSD volume by 33 million gallons per year, less than baseline conditions before the Mission Bay Plan was implemented.


As discussed above, under the worst case conditions analyzed, cumulative wastewater discharges to the Mariposa sub-basin could increase the volume of each CSD from the Mariposa sub-basin by about 7.98 million gallons but would not increase the long-term average frequency of CSD events from this sub-basin. While the cumulative wastewater flows would result in slightly more severe effects than analyzed in the FSEIR, this impact would be less than significant because the long-term average frequency of CSD events would not be exceeded and the system would remain in compliance with the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and Bbaysidebayside wet-weather facilities. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe cumulative impacts related to CSD events than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Effluent Discharges from SEWPCP. Cumulative impacts related to exceeding the discharge limitations of the SEWPCP were not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, while the cumulative effects of wastewater discharges containing radioactive and biohazardous materials could be potentially significant, the contribution of both the project and the Mission Bay Plan would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant) with implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially severe impacts relative to those analyzed in the FSEIR.


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on the quality of near-shore waters of the Bay and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) as a result of direct stormwater discharges. However, the Plan’s contribution would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.4. The Mission Bay South storm drain infrastructure was constructed in accordance with Mitigation Scenario B described in the Mission Bay FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses and conforms to the requirements of this mitigation measure. The proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR regarding this topic.


Litter. Cumulative impacts related to littering were not considered in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Regardless, the proposed project would not result in any new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more severe cumulative impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-HY-3: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a significant impact related to exposing people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding. (Less than Significant)


As described in Section 5.9.3.2, Flooding, the City’s Bay shoreline will be subject to an increased risk of flooding in the future due to sea level rise. Accordingly, the geographic scope for impacts related to flood risk includes those areas in the project vicinity that could be subject to flooding by 2100. Past, present, and foreseeable future development in such areas could expose people or structures to a cumulatively significant risk of loss, injury or death due to flooding. However, as described above, the proposed project would be designed and constructed in accordance with flood resistant building standards and could feasibly be adapted as necessary to respond to future flood hazards. Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to future flood hazard risks due to sea level rise would not be cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than significant).


Comparison to FSEIR Significance Determination 


Cumulative impacts related to future flooding were not considered in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Regardless, the proposed project would not result in any new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more severe cumulative impacts on future flooding relative to those analyzed in the FSEIR.
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This section describes the existing noise environment in the project area and identifies the potential for noise and vibration associated with implementation of the proposed project to adversely affect established sensitive land uses or land use activities. The impact analysis evaluates the potential noise and vibration impacts of the proposed project and identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts.
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Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The noise setting for the Mission Bay area discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR differs from the existing setting today primarily in terms of the number of noise sources that exist in the area. Specifically, at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR much of the Mission Bay area was underdeveloped. Since 1998, the development of the UCSF Mission Bay campus, AT&T Park and residential towers in North Mission Bay have introduced new noise sources to the area, particularly vehicle traffic. Additionally, the Muni Third Street light rail line has been constructed which is a new noise source along that corridor in front of the project site. 


Another aspect of the noise setting that has changed since adoption of the 1998 SEIR is the number of noise sensitive uses that now exist in the Mission Bay area. In 1998 the Mission Bay area was developed primarily with industrial uses. Since that time residential uses have been developed including residential housing at the UCSF Mission Bay campus as well as in the north Mission Bay area. There have been no significant changes to the regulatory environment with regard to noise since certification of the 1998 FSEIR.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Noise impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included all of the Mission Bay plan area, including Blocks 29-32. The construction noise impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR for standard construction equipment. Noise from pile driving was identified as a significant impact mitigated to less than significant with Mitigation Measure G.1 to implement noise-reducing pile driving techniques. 


The construction vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR. Although the analysis acknowledged the potential existence of noise sensitive equipment in the area, it was determined that vibration from pile driving did not represent a physical impact on people or the environment, and was therefore less than significant under CEQA. A potential operational vibration impact was identified for the westernmost block of North Mission Bay due to proximity to the Caltrain tracks, which was mitigated to a less than significant level by implementation of Mitigation Measure G.2 to assess vibration levels and, if necessary, employ vibration-reducing foundation construction techniques for structure in that block.


Amplified sound was addressed in the 1998 FSEIR with respect to concert events at the San Francisco Giants ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation (implementation of a plan that limits concert events per year and limits the noise generated by these events to a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient levels) that was identified in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR. 


Traffic noise increases were identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR and no mitigation measures were required. Crowd noise from the Giants ballpark such as applause and cheering was assessed in combination with concert noise and found to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures were required for that impact.
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Noise Background


Sound is characterized by various parameters that describe the rate of oscillation (frequency) of sound waves, the distance between successive troughs or crests in the wave, the speed that it travels, and the pressure level or energy content of a given sound. The sound pressure level has become the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient sound, and the decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound intensity. Because sound can vary in intensity by over one million times within the range of human hearing, a logarithmic loudness scale is used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and manageable level. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound frequencies within the entire spectrum, human response is factored into sound descriptions in a process called “A-weighting,” expressed as “dBA.” The dBA, or Aweighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement that approximates the range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of different frequencies. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing extends from about 0 dBA to about 140 dBA. An increase of 10-dBA in the level of a continuous noise represents a perceived doubling of loudness. The noise levels presented herein are expressed in terms of dBA, unless otherwise indicated. Table 5.3-1 shows some representative noise sources and their corresponding noise levels in dBA.[footnoteRef:2] [2: 	United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), The Noise Guidebook, 1985, http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/environment/training/guidebooks/noise; divided into chapters with Chapter 1 at http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=DOC_16414.pdf, accessed October 14, 2014.] 



Planning for acceptable noise exposure must take into account the types of activities and corresponding noise sensitivity in a specified location for a generalized land use type. Some general guidelines are as follows: sleep disturbance can occur at levels above 35 dBA; interference with human speech begins at about 60 dBA; and hearing damage can result from prolonged exposure to noise levels in excess of 85 to 90 dBA.[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	United States Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, March 1974, http://www.fican.org/pdf/
EPA_Noise_Levels_Safety_1974.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 
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Table 5.3-1
Typical Sound Levels Measured in the Environment


			Examples of Common, 
Easily Recognized Sounds


			Decibels (dBA)
at 50 feet


			Subjective
Evaluations





			Near Jet Engine


			140


			Deafening





			Threshold of Pain (Discomfort)


			130


			





			Threshold of Feeling – Hard Rock Band


			120


			





			Accelerating Motorcycle (at a few feet away)


			110


			





			Loud Horn (at 10 feet away)


			100


			Very Loud





			Noisy Urban Street


			90


			





			Noisy Factory


			85


			





			School Cafeteria with Untreated Surfaces


			80


			Loud





			Near Freeway Auto Traffic


			60


			Moderate





			Average Office


			50


			





			Soft Radio Music in Apartment


			40


			Faint





			Average Residence Without Stereo Playing


			30


			





			Average Whisper


			20


			Very Faint





			Rustle of Leaves in Wind


			10


			





			Human Breathing


			5


			





			Threshold of Audibility


			0


			











NOTE: Continuous exposure above 85 dBA is likely to degrade the hearing of most people. Range of speech is 50 to 70 dBA.





SOURCE: United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, The Noise Guidebook, 1985.








Attenuation of Noise


Line sources of noise, such as roadway traffic, attenuate (lessen) at a rate of 3.0 to 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equation for cylindrical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. 


Point sources of noise,[footnoteRef:4] including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles or onsite construction equipment, attenuate at a rate of 6.0 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equations for spherical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that noise from line and point sources to a distance of 200 feet attenuates at rates of between 3.0 and 6.0 dBA per doubling of distance, and the noise from line and point sources at a distance greater than 200 feet attenuates at a rate of 4.5 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance, to account for the absorption of noise waves due to ground surfaces such as soft dirt, grass, bushes, and intervening structures.[footnoteRef:5] [4: 	Point sources and line sources are further defined by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as follows:
Sound from a small localized source (approximating a "point" source) radiates uniformly outward as it travels away from the source in a spherical pattern. The sound level attenuates or drops off at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of the distance (6 dBA/DD). This decrease, due to the geometric spreading of the energy over an ever increasing area, is referred to as the inverse square law. However, highway traffic noise is not a single, stationary point source of sound. The movement of the vehicles makes the source of the sound appear to emanate from a line (line source) rather than a point when viewed over some time interval. This results in cylindrical spreading rather than the spherical spreading of a point source. (Source: Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009.)]  [5: 	California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/tens_complete2009RedlineScreenProcess.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 



Noise Descriptors


Time variations in noise exposure are typically expressed in terms of a steady-state energy level (Leq) that represents the acoustical energy of a given measurement. Leq is used to describe noise over a specified period of time, in terms of a single numerical value. The Leq is the constant sound level that would contain the same acoustic energy as the varying sound level, during the same time period (i.e., the average noise exposure level for the given time period).The L90 is also a noise metric that can be used to describe existing ambient noise levels. Because community receptors are more sensitive to unwanted noise intrusion during the evening and at night, state law requires that, for planning purposes, an artificial dBA increment be added to “quiet time” noise levels to form a 24hour noise descriptor called the day-night noise level (DNL). DNL adds a 10dBA penalty during the night hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). The maximum noise level (Lmax) is the maximum instantaneous noise level measured during the measurement period of interest.


Health Effects of Environmental Noise


The World Health Organization (WHO) is perhaps the best source of current knowledge regarding the health effects of noise impacts because European nations have continued to study noise and its health effects, while the United States Environmental Protection Agency all but eliminated its noise investigation and control program in the 1970s.[footnoteRef:6] According to WHO, sleep disturbance can occur when continuous indoor noise levels exceed 30 dBA or when intermittent interior noise levels reach 45 dBA, particularly if background noise is low. With a bedroom window slightly open (a reduction from outside to inside of 15 dB), the WHO criteria suggest that exterior continuous (ambient) nighttime noise levels should be 45 dBA or below, and short-term events should not generate noise in excess of 60 dBA. WHO also notes that maintaining noise levels within the recommended levels during the first part of the night is believed to be effective for the ability of people to initially fall asleep.[footnoteRef:7] [6: 	The San Francisco General Plan Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise, presented below in Figure 5.3-2, were created during the same era.]  [7: 	World Health Organization, Guidelines for Community Noise, Geneva, 1999, http://www.who.int/ docstore/peh/noise/guidelines2.html, accessed July 9, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2007.0903E.] 



Other potential health effects of noise identified by WHO include decreased performance for complex cognitive tasks, such as reading, attention span, problem solving, and memorization; physiological effects such as hypertension and heart disease (after many years of constant exposure, often by workers, to high noise levels); and hearing impairment (again, generally after long-term occupational exposure, although shorter-term exposure to very high noise levels, for example, exposure several times a year to concert noise at 100 dBA, can also damage hearing). Finally, noise can cause annoyance and can trigger emotional reactions like anger, depression, and anxiety. WHO reports that, during daytime hours, few people are seriously annoyed by activities with noise levels below 55 dBA or moderately annoyed with noise levels below 50 dBA.


Vehicle traffic and continuous sources of machinery and mechanical noise contribute to ambient noise levels. Short-term noise sources, such as truck backup beepers, the crashing of material being loaded or unloaded, car doors slamming, and engines revving outside a nightclub, contribute very little to 24-hour noise levels but are capable of causing sleep disturbance and severe annoyance. The importance of noise to receptors depends on both time and context. For example, long-term high noise levels from large traffic volumes can make conversation at a normal voice level difficult or impossible, while short-term peak noise levels, if they occur at night, can disturb sleep.


Existing Noise Environment


Long-term environmental noise in urbanized areas is primarily dependent on vehicle traffic volumes and the mix of vehicle types. The existing ambient noise environment within the project area is dominated by vehicular traffic on Third Street and 16th Street. The San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) operated light rail service along Third Street contributes to the local noise environment. Sporting events and occasional outdoor concerts at AT&T Park totaling more than 82 events per year generate vehicle traffic that is routed south along Third Street, Illinois Street (south of Mariposa Street), and Terry A. Francois Boulevard in the area, resulting in increased periods of traffic-related noise before and particularly after events. Additionally, the newly operational UCSF Hospital, southwest of the project site on Third Street operates a helipad to accept transfers of critically ill persons from community hospitals to UCSF for the medical care. Neither the Muni light rail nor the AT&T Park were in operation at the time of certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, although both were discussed in the cumulative noise analysis.


The San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) has mapped transportation noise throughout the City and County of San Francisco, based on modeled baseline traffic volumes derived from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority travel demand model.[footnoteRef:8] DPH maps indicate the areas subject to noise levels over 60 dBA (DNL) and the range of DNL noise levels that occur on every street in San Francisco. The portions of these maps that cover the project area indicate that areas nearest Third Street between Channel Street and 16th Street experience roadway noise levels in excess of 70 dBA (DNL), while noise levels along Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street are generally between 65 and 70 dBA (DNL). [8: 	San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), San Francisco City-wide Noise Map, August 2006, Available online at http://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/ehsPublsdocs/Noise/noisemap2.pdf Accessed April 30, 2013. ] 



Ambient Noise Measurements


Ambient long-term (24-hour) and short-term (15-minute) noise measurement data were collected in October of 2014 and April of 2015 in the project area to characterize noise conditions at locations in the project area; noise measurement locations are shown in Figure 5.3-1. To characterize ambient noise in the project area, short-term measurement data were collected at locations where residential and hospital land uses exist near the project site (Madrone Mission Bay residential towers on Mission Bay Boulevard North; and the new UCSF hospital southwest of the project site on Third Street), as described in Table 5.3-2. Long-term noise data were collected for the residential land use nearest the project site—the UCSF housing development (Hearst Tower)—located northwest of the project site on Third Street, and are presented in Table 5.3-3.


[bookmark: _Toc410050604]Table 5.3-2
Short-Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Time


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Hourly Leq


			L90


			Lmax





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			3:10- 3:35 p.m.


			70.1


			59


			88.9





			2.	UCSF Hospital 560 feet southwest of the Project site


			8:56 – 9:11 a.m.


			67.0


			61


			81.2











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level; Lmax is the maximum noise level.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014, 2015.








[bookmark: _Toc410050605]Table 5.3-3
Long- Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Day-Night Noise level (DNL)


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Daytime hourly average Leq


			Daytime hourly average L90


			Nighttime hourly average Leq


			Nighttime hourly average L90





			3a.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
No Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site 


			75


			71


			61


			68


			55





			3b.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
With Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site


			75


			71


			61


			68


			56











NOTE:	See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Nighttime noise levels represented are for the hours between 10:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. as the hours most likely to be affected by crowd egress from future events.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.








The long term measurements were collected over a two-day period reflecting conditions both with and without a San Francisco Giants baseball game occurring at AT&T Park. As indicated in Table 5.3-3, the occurrence of the SF Giants game did not meaningfully affect the noise levels averaged over the 15 daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) or the 9 nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Data indicate that the SF Giants game traffic predominantly affects the hour after the 



Figure 5.3-1
Noise Measurement Locations



end of the game by increasing noise levels approximately 2.9 dBA, while noise levels for the hours prior to the game are not noticeably increased.


Vibration Background


Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Several different methods are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV is most frequently used to describe physical vibration impacts on buildings. Typically, groundborne vibration generated by human activities attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. Sensitive receptors to vibration include people (especially residents, the elderly, and sick people), structures (especially older masonry structures), and vibration-sensitive equipment.


Another useful vibration descriptor is known as vibration decibels or VdBs. VdBs are generally used when evaluating human response to vibration, as opposed to structural damage (for which PPV is the more commonly used descriptor). Vibration decibels are established relative to a reference quantity, typically 1 x 10-6 inches per second.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006. ] 



Sources of vibration in the project area primarily consist of Muni streetcars traveling along Third Street. Most motor vehicles and trucks have independent suspension systems that substantially reduce if not eliminate vibration generation, barring discontinuities in the roadway.


Sensitive Receptors


Sensitive receptors for noise are generally considered to include hospitals, nursing homes, senior citizen centers, schools, churches, libraries, and residences. The sensitive receptors nearest to the project site are residential and hospital uses, as identified in Table 5.3-4. The nearest library to the project site is 1,300 feet away on Owens Street; the nearest church is 3,100 feet away, and the closest school (El-Hi) is 2,800 feet away. The future Mission Bay school site is 1,900 feet away. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050606]Table 5.3-4
Sensitive Noise Receptors in the Project Area


			Receptor Type 


			Distance from Project Area 





			Residential: UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 (Hearst Tower)


			200 feet northwest





			Residential: Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers


			800 feet to the north, on Mission Bay Boulevard North





			UCSF Hospital: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital facility at Mission Bay, plus the UCSF Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital and the UCSF Bakar Cancer Hospital


			560 feet to the southwest of the proposed Project











SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.
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Federal Regulations


HUD Noise Abatement and Control


The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) environmental noise regulations are set forth in 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B, Noise Abatement and Control. According to the regulations, “It is HUD’s general policy to provide minimum national standards applicable to HUD programs to protect citizens against excessive noise in their communities and places of residence.”[footnoteRef:10] These regulations include criteria for assessing whether a HUD project is suitable for a particular site, given the background noise levels. HUD has defined the suitability of a site for new housing construction based on existing noise levels as follows:  [10: 	HUD, Noise Abatement and Control, 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B. ] 



· Acceptable—65 dB day-night average sound level (DNL) or less; 


· Normally unacceptable—Exceeding 65 dB DNL but not exceeding 75 dB DNL; and 


· Unacceptable—Exceeding 75 dB DNL.


The HUD regulations also include a goal (not a standard) that interior noise levels not exceed 45 dB DNL.[footnoteRef:11] Sound attenuating features such as barriers or sound attenuating building materials shall be used to achieve the interior noise goal where feasible. Standard building construction generally provides 20 dB DNL of sound attenuation; therefore, if the exterior noise environment is classified as “acceptable,” according to HUD standards, the interior noise environment should not exceed 45 dB DNL. The HUD regulations also encourage the use of quieter construction equipment and methods.[footnoteRef:12] [11: 	24 CFR, Section 51.103(c)]  [12: 	24 CFR, Section 51.101(7)] 



Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) develops noise exposure maps that use average annual DNL noise contours around the airport as the primary noise descriptor. The FAA states that all land uses are considered compatible when aircraft noise effects are less than 65 decibels (dB) DNL. San Francisco International Airport is approximately seven miles south, and Oakland International Airport is approximately nine miles east, of the project site. The project site is outside the 55 dB CNEL noise contour of both airports.[footnoteRef:13] [13: 	San Francisco International Airport, Aircraft Noise Abatement Office, Mapping Tools, Internet Web Site: http://www.flyquietsfo.com/mapping_tools.asp, Accessed July 9, 2013, and Oakland International Airport, Fourth Quarter 2008 Noise Contours. Internet website: http://www2.oaklandairport.com/noise/pdfs/
2008_Annual_Noise_Contour_Map.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013, March 2009.] 







State Regulations


State regulations include requirements for the construction of new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings that are intended to limit the extent of noise transmitted into habitable spaces. These requirements are collectively known as the California Noise Insulation Standards and are found in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.


The State of California updated its Building Code requirements with respect to sound transmission, effective January 2014. Section 1207 of the California Building Code (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) establishes material requirements in terms of sound transmission class (STC) [footnoteRef:14] rating of 50 for all common interior walls and floor/ceiling assemblies between adjacent dwelling units or between dwelling units and adjacent public area. The previous code requirements (before 2014) set an interior performance standard of 45 dBA from exterior noise sources. This requirement will be re-instated in July of 2015. [14: 	The STC is used as a measure of a materials ability to reduce sound. The STC is equal to the number of decibels a sound is reduced as it passes through a material. ] 



Local Regulations


San Francisco General Plan


Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise


The Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan contains Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise.[footnoteRef:15] These guidelines, which are similar to but differ somewhat from state guidelines promulgated by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, indicate maximum acceptable exterior noise levels for various newly developed land uses. The City’s guidelines, which are presented in Figure 5.3-2, indicate exterior noise levels that might be inappropriate for sensitive land uses and would therefore require additional noise insulation considerations beyond standard practices. Though this figure presents a range of noise levels that are considered compatible or incompatible with various land uses, the maximum “satisfactory” noise level is 60 dBA (DNL) for residential and hotel uses; 65 dBA (DNL) for school classrooms, libraries, churches, and hospitals; 70 dBA (DNL) for playgrounds, parks, office buildings, retail commercial uses, and noise-sensitive manufacturing/communications uses; and 77 dBA for other commercial uses such as wholesale, some retail, industrial/manufacturing, transportation, communications, and utilities. If these uses are proposed to be located in areas with noise levels that exceed these guidelines, a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements will normally be necessary prior to final review and approval.  [15: 	City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, adopted on June 27, 1996, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/index.htm, accessed July 9, 2013.] 




INSERT Figure 5.3-2
SF Land Use Compatibility Chart






Noise-Related Policies


The following policies of the San Francisco General Plan Environmental Protection Element that relate to noise issues are relevant to the proposed project:


Policy 10.1: Promote site planning, building orientation and design and interior layout that will lessen noise intrusion. Because sound levels drop as distance from the source increases, building setbacks can play an important role in reducing noise for the building occupants. Buildings sited with their narrower dimensions facing the noise source and sited to shield or be shielded by other buildings also help reduce noise intrusion. Although walls with no windows or small windows cut down on noise from exterior sources, in most cases it would not be feasible or desirable to eliminate wall openings. However, interior layout can achieve similar results by locating rooms whose use require more quiet, such as bedrooms, away from the street noise.


Policy 10.2: Promote the incorporation of noise insulation materials in new construction. State-imposed noise insulation standards apply to all new residential structures except detached single-family dwellings. Protection against exterior noise and noise within a building is also important in many nonresidential structures. Builders should be encouraged to take into account prevailing noise levels and to include noise insulation materials as needed to provide adequate insulation.


Policy 11.1: Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds the noise compatibility guidelines for that use. New development should be examined to determine whether background and/or thoroughfare noise level of the site is consistent with the guidelines for the proposed use. If the noise levels for the development site….exceed the sound level guidelines established for that use, as shown in the accompanying land use compatibility chart, then either needed noise insulation features should be incorporated in the design or else the construction or development should not be undertaken. 


Policy 11.3: Locate new noise-generating development so that the noise impact is reduced. Developments which will bring appreciable traffic into or through noise-sensitive areas should be discouraged, if there are appropriate alternative locations where the noise impact would be less. For those activities—such as a hospital—that need a quiet environment, yet themselves generate considerable traffic, the proper location presents a dilemma. In those cases, the new development should locate where this traffic will not present a problem and, if necessary, incorporate the proper noise insulation.


San Francisco Noise Ordinance


In San Francisco, regulation of noise is stipulated in Article 29 of the Police Code (Regulation of Noise), which states that the City’s policy is to prohibit unnecessary, excessive, and offensive noises from all sources subject to police power. Sections 2907 and 2908 of Article 29 regulate construction equipment and construction work at night, while Section 2909 provides for limits on stationary-source noise from machinery and equipment. Sections 2907 and 2908 are enforced by the Department of Building Inspection, and Section 2909 is enforced by the Department of Public Health. Summaries of these and other relevant sections are presented below.


Sections Regulating Construction Noise


Sections 2907(a) and (b) of the Police Code state that it shall be unlawful for any person, including the City and County of San Francisco, to operate any powered construction equipment, regardless of age or date of acquisition, if the operation of such equipment emits noise at a level in excess of 80 dBA when measured at a distance of 100 feet from such equipment, or an equivalent sound level at some other convenient distance. Exemptions from this requirement include:


· Impact tools and equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation; and


· Pavement breakers and jackhammers equipped with acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation.


Section 2908 prohibits any person, between the hours of 8:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, from erecting, constructing, demolishing, excavating for, altering, or repairing any building or structure if the noise level created is in excess of the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the nearest property line unless a special permit has been applied for and granted by the Director of Public Works.


Sections Regulating Operational Noise


Section 2909 establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. For example, the noise limits for commercial and industrial properties (Section 2909(b)) provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. If the noise generated from commercial and industrial properties is generated from a licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission, such use shall not produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBC[footnoteRef:16] above the local ambient level at the property plane in addition to the 8 dBA standard. [16: 	C-weighted decibels include low-frequency sounds that are more common to amplified sound/concerts. ] 



For noise generated by residential properties, the noise limits are 5 dBA above the ambient level at any point outside of the property plane of a residential use. The noise limits for public property provide that no person shall produce a noise level more than 10 dBA above the local ambient level at a distance of 25 feet or more on public property. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. None of the noise limits set forth in this section apply to activity for which the City and County of San Francisco has issued a permit that contains noise limit provisions that are different from those set forth in this article. Additionally, the Directors of Public Health, Public Works, or Building Inspection, or the Entertainment Commission, or the Chief of Police may grant variances to noise regulations, over which they have jurisdiction pursuant to Section 2916.


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise, within the City and County of San Francisco and consists of the following regulations:


1. The only sounds permitted are music or human speech.


2. Hours of operation permitted shall be between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.; operation after 10:00 p.m. is permitted only at the location of a public event or affair of general public interest or as otherwise permitted by the Entertainment Commission. 


3. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission, sound shall not be issued within 450 feet of hospitals, schools, churches, courthouses, public libraries, or mortuaries. 


4. No sound truck with its amplifying device in operation shall traverse any one block in the City and County more than four times in any one calendar day. 


5. Amplified human speech and music shall not be unreasonably loud, raucous, jarring, or disturbing to persons of normal sensitiveness within the area of audibility, nor louder than permitted in Subsections (6) and (7) hereof. 


6. When the sound truck is in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 450 feet from its source; provided, however, that when the sound truck is stopped by traffic, the said sound amplifying equipment shall not be operated for longer than one minute at such a stop. 


7. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission for public gatherings, in all cases where sound amplifying equipment remains at one location or when the sound truck is not in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 250 feet from the periphery of the attendant audience. 


8. No sound amplifying equipment shall be operated unless the axis of the center of any sound reproducing equipment used shall be parallel to the direction of travel of the sound truck; provided, however, that any sound reproducing equipment may be so placed upon said sound truck as to not vary more than 15 degrees on either side of the axis of the center of the direction of travel and, provided further, that radial, nondirectional type of loudspeakers may be used on said sound trucks either alone or in conjunction with sound reproducing equipment placed within 15 degrees of the center line of the direction of travel. 


San Francisco Entertainment Commission Permits


Section 90.1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code establishes the role of the San Francisco Entertainment Commission to regulate, promote and enhance the field of entertainment in San Francisco. The seven-member commission has powers to accept, review, and gather information to conduct hearings for entertainment-related permit applications and rule upon and issue, deny, condition, suspend, revoke or transfer entertainment-related permits in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. Additionally, the Entertainment Commission plans and coordinates the provision of City services for major events for which there is no recognized organizer, promoter, or sponsor.


The Entertainment Commission has permit authority over a variety of different permit types including Place of Entertainment permits, Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker permits, and Limited Live Performance permits. Permit hearings require the applicant to provide proof of neighborhood outreach to the Commission. Such outreach must consist of at least two of four types of outreach: (1) presentation to a neighborhood, community or residential group; (2) presentation to the leadership of a local not-for-profit that deals with community support such as housing, at risk youth, health, or mental services; (3) a petition including an appropriate number of neighbor signatures according to the applicants business address; and/or (4) presentation to a business association if no community organization or not-for-profit exists near the venue.


The Commission has also established a Good Neighbor Policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes the following policies that address noise generation (numbering refers to the numbers listed in the Good Neighbor Policy):


1.	Notices shall be well-lit and prominently displayed at all entrances to and exits from the establishment urging patrons to leave the establishment and neighborhood in a quiet, peaceful and orderly fashion and to please not litter or block driveways in the neighborhood.


2.	Employees of the establishment shall be posted at all entrances and exits to the establishment during the period from 10:00 p.m. to such time past closing that all patrons have left the premises. These employees shall insure that patrons waiting to enter the establishment and those exiting the premises are urged to respect the quiet and cleanliness of the neighborhood as they walk to their parked vehicle or otherwise leave the area.


7.	The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


8.	There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police code section 2900.


9.	The establishment shall implement other conditions and/or management practices necessary to insure that management and/or patrons of the establishments maintain the quiet, safety and cleanliness of the premises and the vicinity of the use, and do not block driveways of neighboring residents or businesses.


10.	Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


11.	Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


13.	In addition, a manager or other responsible person shall answer a cell phone for at least two hours after the close of business to allow for police and emergency personnel or other City personnel to contact that person concerning incidents.


Mission Bay Good Neighbor or Construction Noise Policy


The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy regarding construction noise is a standard policy of the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) that applies to all development within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area. It specifies that:


Pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) shall be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays. Requests for pile driving on Saturdays may be considered on a case-by-case basis by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) with approval at the sole discretion of the OCII Executive Director.


City holidays recognized under this policy include New Years Day, Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Day, President's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Columbus Day, Veterans Day, Thanksgiving Day, the day after Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day.


[bookmark: _Toc410050842]Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to noise and vibration if it were to:


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels;


· Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


· Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the noise analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, page 59), which also explains that criteria related to public airports are not applicable to the proposed project and why the proposed project would not be substantially affected by existing noise levels. No further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section. However, the potential impacts of noise from the operation of the private helipad at the UCSF hospital are addressed with regard to potential impacts on the project.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Construction Impact Methodology – Noise


To assess potential short-term construction noise impacts, sensitive receptors and their relative exposure (considering structural barriers and distance) were identified. Combined intermittent noise levels from the simultaneous operation of onsite equipment expected to be used in project construction were estimated based on equipment noise data published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), as shown in Table 5.3-5. The sources assessed were identified by the project sponsor as likely equipment to be used during project construction. The roadway noise construction model of the FHWA was then used to predict noise levels at the nearest receptors during both pile driving activity and non-impact construction activity.


[bookmark: _Toc410050607]Table 5.3-5
Typical Noise Levels from Construction Equipment


			Construction Equipment


			Noise Level (dBA, Lmax at 50 feet )





			Dump Truck


			76





			Air Compressor


			78





			Street Sweeper 


			82





			Excavator


			81





			Scraper


			84





			Loader


			79





			Tractor/Dozer


			82





			Rapid Impact Compactora


			90





			Auger Drill Rig


			84





			Crane, Mobile


			81





			Forkliftb


			84





			Concrete saw


			90





			Grout-mixing Plant (pump)


			81





			Grandall Forklift


			83





			Concrete Mixer


			79











SOURCE:	Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User Guide, 2006.





a. From  Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, 2007. 


b. From Ventura County Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan, 2010.








Proposed construction activities would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance and the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy limits pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. As long as project construction activities comply with the noise ordinance, construction noise impacts from non-impact equipment would be considered less than significant. If construction activities using non-impact equipment would exceed these standards and the restrictions of the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, then the noise effects would be potentially significant and mitigation measures would be required. 


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not identify any quantitative noise limit standard for impact equipment. To assess the potential impacts related to rapid impact compaction, this analysis employs the general assessment construction noise assessment methodology and criteria suggested by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).[footnoteRef:17] This guidance identifies a 1-hour Leq of 90 dBA for daytime and 80 dBA for nighttime construction noise exposure at residential uses. Commercial and industrial land use exposure to construction noise of 100 dBA is suggested as an assessment criterion. [17: 	U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.] 



In addition to the above criteria, to determine if the proposed project would result in a substantial temporary increase in noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project, persistent construction equipment noise related to an increase of 10 dBA over the existing noise levels would represent a perceived doubling of loudness and is considered a substantial temporary increase in noise levels warranting implementation of construction noise control measures. Consistent with FTA and FHWA methodology, this increase in construction noise is assessed relative to an hourly Leq and also accounts for equipment percentage uses as inventoried by FHWA.


Construction Impact Methodology –Vibration


Vibration impacts are considered significant if they would either result in levels substantial enough to result in damage to nearby structures or buildings, or result in vibration levels generally accepted as an annoyance to sensitive land uses. Groundborne noise occurs when vibrations transmitted through the ground result in secondary radiation of noise. Groundborne noise is generally associated with transit trains through tunnels and underground blasting activities, neither of which is proposed as part of this project, and therefore, this analysis is focused on groundborne vibration. 


The local regulations of the affected jurisdictions in the project area do not address vibration or provide numerical thresholds for identifying groundborne vibration impacts. In the absence of local regulatory significance thresholds for vibration from construction equipment, this evaluation uses the Caltrans-identified peak particle velocity (PPV) thresholds for adverse human reaction and risk of architectural damage to buildings. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second (in/sec) PPV.[footnoteRef:18] For building damage, the threshold depends on the architectural characteristics of the potentially affected structure (see Table 5.3-6).  [18: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 
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Caltrans Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria 


			Structure Type and Condition


			Transient Vibration Sourcesa


			Continuous Frequent Intermittent Vibration Sourcesb





			


			Maximum Peak Particle Velocity (PPV), 
inches per second (in/sec)





			Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient monuments


			0.12


			0.08





			Fragile buildings


			0.2


			0.1





			Historic and some old buildings


			0.5


			0.25





			Older residential structures


			0.5


			0.3





			New residential structures


			1.0


			0.5





			Modern industrial/commercial buildings


			2.0


			0.5











NOTES: 


a	Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls.


b	Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.





SOURCE: Caltrans, 2013.








Operational Impact Methodology


Operational noise issues evaluated in this section include (1) noise generated by automobile and bus traffic that would occur during typical daily conditions with the project and during event conditions; and (2) compatibility of potential future uses with San Francisco Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise. Traffic noise modeling was completed using the Federal Highway Administration Traffic Noise Model. 


Traffic noise level significance is determined by comparing the increase in noise levels (traffic contribution only) to increments recognized by Caltrans as representing a perceptible increase in noise levels. Additionally, it is widely accepted methodology by both FTA[footnoteRef:19] and the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON)[footnoteRef:20] that thresholds should be more stringent for environments that are already noise impacted. Consequently, for noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 3 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.[footnoteRef:21] [19: 	Ibid.]  [20: 	Federal Interagency Committee on Noise, Federal Agency Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues, August 1992.]  [21: 	Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, September 2013, p. 2-44.] 



Operational noise from non-transportation sources such as egress of patrons from events or sound amplification equipment in common areas are assessed based on noise increases of 8 dBA (for noise generated by commercial uses) over existing ambient (L90) levels and any applicable restrictions of the City’s noise ordinance and Police Code. Although these operational noise increases would be of limited duration, they would be expected to occur throughout the life of the project and are therefore considered permanent changes in noise conditions. 


The proposed project would not introduce new operational vibration sources (e.g., impact equipment, streetcar and rail operations, and blasting activities), and therefore, there would be no operational vibration impacts, and operational vibration is not discussed further.


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Cumulative Construction Impact Methodology


Cumulative construction noise impacts are assessed by review of the cumulative project list for proposed projects that could be constructed at the same time as the proposed project and are within close enough proximity (within 1,000 feet) to make a meaningful contribution to the construction noise impact of the proposed project. An approximation is made of the cumulative construction sound levels based on the Roadway Noise Construction Model and compared to FTA criteria for construction discussed above.


Cumulative Operations Impact Methodology


Cumulative operational noise impacts are assessed by modeling cumulative plus project roadside noise levels and comparing the results with existing modeled roadside noise levels and to Caltrans perceptibility criteria discussed above.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact NO-1: Construction of the proposed project would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. (Less than Significant)


Construction activities for the proposed project are expected to occur over a 26-month period between 2015 and 2017. Construction phases would include demolition, site preparation, excavation and soil stabilization, augering and casting of piles, placement of infrastructure, placement of foundations for structures, and fabrication of structures. Demolition and construction activities would require the use of heavy trucks, material loaders, cranes, concrete saws, and other mobile and stationary construction equipment listed in Table 5.3-5 above. Piles would be cast in place into augured holes and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver.


Other Construction Activities. Soil stabilization of the project site would involve rapid impact compaction. Rapid impact compaction is a ground improvement technique that densifies shallow, loose granular soils, using a hydraulic hammer which repeatedly strikes an impact plate. The energy is transferred to the underlying loose granular soils and rearranges the particles into a denser configuration. The impact locations are typically located on a grid pattern, the spacing of which is determined by the subsurface conditions and foundation loading and geometry.


Other construction activities such as general building construction would be less noise intrusive, involving cranes, forklifts saws, and nail guns. Trucks would be used to off-haul demolition wastes, which would also marginally increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. 


Effect on Sensitive Receptors. Construction noise would be similar in magnitude to existing Leq noise levels along Third Street, but greater than existing Leq noise levels along the waterfront. However, land uses along the waterfront are recreational and are not considered noise-sensitive land uses. Thus, temporary construction noise impacts would not cause substantial increase in noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors; this impact would be less than significant.


Demolition/Mass Excavation. Demolition and mass excavation activities at the project site would involve three excavators, three loaders, three scrapers, and two bulldozers as well as two street sweepers and trucks to off-haul material. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. Table 5.3-7 presents the resultant noise levels at each of the receptors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of excavation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050609]Rapid Impact Compaction. Construction of the proposed project would involve use of rapid impact compaction to stabilize soils on the project site. Up to three tractors with compactor attached could operate at a given time over a 3-month period. Using an estimated noise level of 90 dBA,[footnoteRef:22] a mounted impact hammer (which is also rated at 90 dBA) was used as a proxy in the Roadway Noise Construction Model to estimate noise levels from simultaneous operation of the compactors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of compaction noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. Actual noise levels would likely be up to 10 dBA less than indicated in the table, as compaction would occur within an excavation pit and surrounding earth walls would provide additional attenuation of compaction noise, particularly at the western site perimeter where excavation would be deepest. Predicted noise levels from impact compaction would also be less than 80 dBA at any residential  [22: 	Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, June 2007.] 



Table 5.3-7
noise levels from construction activities at 
sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Mass Excavation


			Compaction


			Pile Installation


			Shoring


			Building Construction





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			63.8


			64.0


			67.7


			61.6


			66.0





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site 


			71.2


			75.9


			75.7


			79.8


			73.6


			78.0





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site 


			67.0


			66.9


			66.8


			70.8


			64.6


			69.1











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








receptor and less than 100 dBA at any commercial receptor, which are thresholds suggested by FTA guidance and applied here for impact equipment (since they are not subject to the noise limit restrictions of the San Francisco construction noise ordinance).


Pile Installation. Piles for the proposed project would not be driven with an impact hammer, but rather cast in place with drilled auger holes. Pile installation activities at the project site would involve four drill rigs, four crawler cranes, two forklifts, four excavators, and concrete saws. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of pile installation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Shoring. Shoring activities at the project site would involve two drill rigs, cranes, two grout mixing plants, and two excavators. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of shoring activity noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Building Construction. Building construction at the project site would involve operation of two concrete pumps, two bobcats, four excavators, eight cranes, eight grandall lifts, and a variety of small tools and equipment (e.g., chop saws, nail guns, etc.). This would be the longest phase of construction, occurring over a 21-month period. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the noise contribution of building construction activities at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Cumulative Project Construction Noise. The construction schedule indicates that excavation, compaction, pile installation, and shoring activities could take place concurrently during two months of the construction schedule. This would represent the worst case scenario in terms of cumulative construction noise from the project. 


However, it would be impossible for all four activities to occur simultaneously at the same location (e.g., the nearest distance to a given receptor) and therefore, the cumulative noise level would not be the acoustical sum of these noise levels. To account for the geographic distribution of these potential simultaneous activities, only the noisiest activity (pile installation, due to the number of pieces of equipment) was assumed to occur at the nearest distance to a given receptor. All other activities were assumed to occur at a farther distance of 200 feet from pile installation activities. This adjustment was only meaningful for receptors No. 2 and 3 which are the closest to the project site. Predicted cumulative project construction noise levels are presented in Table 5.38, which shows that noise levels from concurrent construction activities would not exceed 10-dBA over the noise level criterion for any receptor. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050610]Table 5.3-8
Cumulative Worst case noise levels from 
construction activities at sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Concurrent Excavation, Compaction, Pile Installation and Shoring Activities





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			70.9





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site


			71.2


			80.8





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site


			67.0


			72.8











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








Other Construction Activities. During peak excavation activities, up to 400 truck trips could be generated to and from the site per day. These truck trips would increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. Assuming a 10-hour work day, the addition of 40 heavy duty truck trips to the existing peak hour traffic would increase traffic noise contributions by 2.3 dBA along Third Street during peak excavation activities. This would be a less than significant contribution to roadway noise levels.


Summary of Impact NO-1


Construction activities at the project site over a 26-month period would result in temporary increases in noise levels in the project vicinity, which could be noticeable at nearby residential and hospital land uses. Peak cumulative construction activities would occur during a 3-month period in 2015–2016 and during this time, the increase in noise levels over existing conditions would be less than 10 dBA (without mitigation). All other periods of construction would similarly be under 10 dBA. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-1, compliance with the Mission Bay Good Neighborhood Construction Noise Policy.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-1: Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy


The project sponsor shall comply with the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy and limit all extreme noise-generating construction activities to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.


Comparison of Impact NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified construction-related noise impact as less than significant with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 to address noise from impact pile driving. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 requires use of noise-reducing pile driving techniques and restricting the hours of operation. Because the proposed project would be installing piles using drilling and cast-in-place techniques, the project would be implementing Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 as part of the project, and as described above, construction noise impacts would be less than significant. Thus, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 is neither warranted nor applicable to the proposed project. 


Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to construction noise than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact NO-2: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan, noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. (Less than Significant)


Proposed construction would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, which prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. Table 5.3-5, above, presents the maximum noise levels generated by construction equipment identified by the project sponsor as likely to be used during construction. All non-impact equipment would be consistent with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, the project would not generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local, noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related noise impact with respect to consistency with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Consequently, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to consistency with established noise standards than was previously identified.


_________________________


Impact NO-3: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people and structures to or generate excessive groundborne vibration levels. (Less than Significant)


Groundborne vibration from construction activities that involve impact activities, primarily rapid impact compaction, could produce detectable vibration at nearby sensitive buildings and sensitive receptors unless proper precaution is followed.


There are no adopted state or local policies or standards for groundborne vibration. Vibration intensity is expressed as peak particle velocity (PPV), the maximum speed at which the ground moves while it temporarily shakes. Since groundshaking speeds are very slow, PPV is measured in inches per second. The average person is quite sensitive to ground motion and levels as low as 0.02 inch per second can be detected by the human body when background noise and vibration levels are low and levels of 0.1 inches per second are considered "strongly perceptible." The Federal Transit Administration has published guidance relative to vibration impacts (see Table 5.3-6, above). According to Caltrans, new structures can be exposed to groundborne vibration PPV levels of up to 0.5 inch per second without experiencing structural damage.[footnoteRef:23] [23: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 



Building Damage


Rapid impact compaction activities are proposed during the first two to three months of construction. The magnitude of vibration caused by rapid impact compaction is a function of distance from the receptor or structure of concern and the nature of surrounding soils. Groundborne vibration from activities that involve impact tools could produce significant vibration. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicates that compliance with a safe level of vibration with respect to building damage can be achieved provided that the activity occur no closer than 10 meters (33 feet) from a structure.[footnoteRef:24] The nearest structure north, across South Street, and to the south, across 16th Street would be located farther than 75 feet away, while the nearest structure to the west would be over 100 feet away. Consequently, proposed compaction activities would result in less than significant vibration impacts with respect to building damage.  [24: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Human Annoyance


Vibration levels can also result in interference or annoyance impacts at residences or other land uses where people sleep, such as hotels and hospitals. Vibration impact criteria published by Caltrans relative to these land uses are stated in terms of PPV, in inches per second. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second PPV.[footnoteRef:25] [25: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013] 



The closest residence would be the UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower), approximately 200 feet from the project site while the nearest hospital would be approximately 560 feet away. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicated that at a distance of 30 meters (100 feet), cumulative vibration energy results in maximum vibration level of 2.3 millimeters per second (0.09 inches per second).[footnoteRef:26] Because sensitive land uses would be more than 100 feet away, worst-case cumulative vibration levels generated by rapid impact compaction would be below the strongly perceptible threshold. Therefore, due to the distance of receptors from the project site, impacts from vibration with respect to human annoyance would be less than significant. [26: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Vibration-Sensitive Equipment


Land uses with operations that could be considered to have high sensitivity to vibrations include vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing, hospitals with vibration-sensitive equipment, and university research operations. The degree of sensitivity to vibration depends on the specific equipment that would be affected by the vibration as well as on the design of the specific building in which the equipment is located. Equipment such as electron microscopes and high resolution lithographic equipment can be very sensitive to vibration, and even normal optical microscopes can sometimes be difficult to use when vibration is well below the human annoyance level. Existing medical or research uses adjacent to the project site that contain vibration-sensitive equipment could experience vibration levels during construction that exceed 0.008 inches per second (65 VdB) and potentially disturb the operation of sensitive medical equipment. As discussed in the 1998 FSEIR, construction vibration effects on sensitive equipment would be a concern for users of research buildings and could be an inconvenience. However, these users are not considered sensitive receptors, and therefore, construction vibration effects are not considered a significant environmental effect under CEQA. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-2, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations. 


Summary of Impact NO-3


Rapid impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at residential or hospital receptors. All other construction activity would generate lesser vibration levels and project construction vibration-related impacts would be less than significant. However, implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-3, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations, could reduce the temporary human annoyance associated with land uses involving vibration-sensitive equipment during construction.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-3: Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Activities


At least one week prior to the start of rapid impact compaction activities, the project sponsor shall notify owners and occupants within 500 feet of the project site of the dates, hours, and expected duration of such activities.


Comparison of Impact NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR as a result of modern building design and equipment installation techniques. Similarly, as described above, the proposed project would result in less than significant vibration impacts. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to vibration than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Impact NO-4: Operation of the proposed project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Operation of the event center and mixed-use development would result in the introduction of new noise sources, both stationary and mobile, to the project area. Stationary noise sources would include the operation of five back-up diesel generators for maintenance purposes and mechanical equipment as well as the operation of public address systems and amplification equipment not only interior to the event center but also for occasional outdoor performances and events at the proposed Third Street plaza. Mobile noise sources would include increased traffic and crowd egress noise on local streets.


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance contains restrictions on noise from stationary sources, whereas noise from mobile sources is regulated at the state and federal level, generally through manufacturer specification requirements. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not address or establish restrictions on mobile sources. Therefore, the potential for adverse noise effects from stationary sources is addressed in this impact, which is specific to the standards of the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. The potential impact of mobile source operations generated by the project is addressed below under Impact NO-5 with respect to permanent increases in hourly traffic noise levels in the project vicinity and not in this impact.


This impact also addresses land use compatibility of the proposed office and retail land uses with respect to the noise standards of the San Francisco General Plan. The San Francisco General Plan establishes land use compatibility standards for land uses throughout the City for determining the compatibility of new land uses with an existing or future noise environment. Although this represents an assessment of the potential impact of the environment on the project, which is currently subject to judicial review in the State Supreme Court, noise impacts of the environment are specifically identified in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines with respect to noise from airports and private airfields. The nearby UCSF Hospital has recently constructed a helipad, the noise impacts of which is addressed as a cumulative impact under Impact C-NO-3, below. 


Stationary Noise Sources – Generators and Mechanical Equipment


The project anticipates installing on-site generators capable of providing up to three megawatts (MW) of emergency, standby and optional power to the event center in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power.[footnoteRef:27] In addition, each office and retail building would have an on-site generator capable of approximately 0.75 MW, and the proposed food hall would have a generator capable of approximately 0.5 MW, to provide fire and life safety emergency power in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power to those uses.  [27:  	Under such circumstance, the generators would provide power for fire alarms, fire command room, emergency lighting, elevators, smoke control and pressurization, fire pumps, audio system, and certain scoreboard equipment.] 



Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and the standards vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. The limits for noise generated by commercial and industrial properties such as the proposed project provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 


Under the proposed project, all emergency generators would be located within the parking structure on Lower Parking Level 1 and would be enclosed within dedicated rooms inside the lower level parking garage. Consequently, engine noise from generator testing is not expected to generate audible noise at receptors located outside of the event center and office structures. With the exception of emergency conditions during which these sources would be exempt from restrictions of the Noise Ordinance, all of these generators would be tested approximately once a week for less than one hour for maintenance purposes. 


The majority of the mechanical equipment would be located on the rooftops of each office building tower. All mechanical equipment would be either fully screened or located within a fully enclosed penthouse room enclosure. At the lower levels for the office buildings, mechanical equipment would be located within fully enclosed equipment rooms. For the event center, all mechanical equipment would be located indoors within fully enclosed equipment rooms located on various levels of the building. The only mechanical equipment on the roof would be the cooling tower, which would be fully screened on all four sides. Consequently, all proposed mechanical equipment would be screened and located sufficiently distant from receptors to be operated within the restrictions of the noise ordinance.


Under the proposed project, the generators would be located in a subgrade parking garage at a distance of approximately 300 feet from the nearest existing residential land use and are not expected to increase ambient noise levels because of their protected, subgrade location. Thus, maintenance operations of the backup generators and other mechanical equipment would not result in noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance, and the operational noise impacts from generators and other mechanical equipment would be less than significant. 


Stationary Noise Source – Amplified Sound


For certain events, portions of the proposed outdoor plazas may be equipped with video screens and speakers, which would result in increased sound-level generation. This equipment could operate prior to and/or after some basketball games or events at the event center to generate excitement. In addition, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the proposed Third Street plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events that may also involve amplified sound.


Promoters of any proposed outdoor events on the site’s outdoor plaza that would use amplified sound or music would be required to obtain a permit from the City prior to the event. Section 1060.1 of the Police Code requires a permit to conduct, operate, or maintain a place of entertainment, limited live performance locale or one-time event within the City and County of San Francisco. Concerts on the plaza would require the promoter to obtain a Limited Live Performance Permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. 


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code, while generally focused on truck-mounted amplification equipment, regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise. Hours of operation are restricted to between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., unless permitted by the San Francisco Entertainment Commission. As basketball games generally start at 7:30 p.m., operation of video screens and speakers on the plazas prior to basketball games would be consistent with these time restrictions of Article 1, Section 47.2. Operation of outdoor speakers on the plaza would require the applicant to obtain an Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker Permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing as discussed in the Setting section. Notwithstanding this consistency with the Police Code, due to the as yet unknown nature of future outdoor events at the project site, the use of amplified sound equipment would still have the potential for significant noise impacts in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) is identified to ensure that sound levels generated by amplified equipment would be consistent with Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code, which establishes a not-to-exceed (except through a variance) noise standard for fixed sources of noise and from licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission. For noise generated from a commercial property, the relevant noise limits are 8 dBA above the ambient L90 level at any point outside of the property plane of the commercial use. For a Place of Entertainment, the low-frequency dBC criterion would additionally apply, where no noise or music shall exceed the low frequency ambient criterion by more than 8 dBC.


The proposed event center would also host approximately 45 concerts a year, in addition to other events (see Chapter 3, Table 3-3), which would operate amplified sound equipment within the event center. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Entertainment Commission Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities requires permit holders to provide a cell phone point of contact to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided, Design of the proposed event center includes layers of doors and an intervening concourse, which would serve to minimize leakage of concert/event noise within the event center to the outside areas. Additionally, the proposed 160-foot office towers with 90-foot podium structure, and the proposed gatehouse building located on the west side of the site would provide a barrier between the event center and sensitive land uses to the northwest and southwest, which would further attenuate any potential leakage of interior concert/event noise. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future events within the arena, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Noise Exposure of Proposed Event Center and Office Uses


The project proposes development of office and retail land uses, which are generally not considered noise-sensitive uses. Noise monitoring in the project area indicates existing noise levels to be 75 DNL (day-night noise level) at the setback of Third Street (see Table 5.3-3 above). These levels represent the noise exposure levels which the proposed uses at the site would be subject to.


Policy 11.1 of the San Francisco General Plan identifies use of sound level guidelines established for a particular land use, as shown in the land use compatibility chart (see Figure 5.3-2, above). For sports event centers, an exterior sound level of 77 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. For office land uses such as those proposed under the project, the land use compatibility chart indicates that noise exposure of 75 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. Because both the event center and office and retail buildings would be constructed using modern materials and techniques which include ventilation systems and non-operable windows, these land uses would be consistent with the compatibility standards of the General Plan. Consequently, exposure to noise levels in excess of standards in the local general plan would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact NO-4, Operational Noise from Stationary Sources


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new stationary noise sources that would be subject to the requirements of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. These new sources include generators and mechanical equipment, as well as the potential for amplified sound within the Third Street plaza. Due to the proposed enclosed and subgrade location for generators, enclosed location for majority of the event center mechanical equipment, and the rooftop locations and proposed mechanical screens for mechanical equipment for the office and retail buildings, predicted noise levels from proposed new stationary sources would not meaningfully contribute to the existing monitored ambient noise levels in the project area, and the project would therefore be consistent with the restrictions of the noise ordinance. 


The proposed project would also introduce new land uses, and these new uses would be exposed to noise levels of up to 75 DNL. However, modern building techniques and materials as well as inclusion of non-operable windows and ventilation systems would be sufficient to ensure that the project would comply with land use compatibility requirements of the San Francisco General Plan, and this impact would be less than significant.


With respect to amplified sound, either interior to the event center or in open-air plazas on the project site, the predicted sound levels and hours of occurrence would be consistent with the noise ordinance. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future outside events at the Third Street plaza, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) would ensure that noise levels from amplified sound exterior to the event center would comply with the noise ordinance. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b, Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit, would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, regardless of current unknowns as to the nature of future events within the arena. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a: Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound


The project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venues to reduce the potential for noise impacts from public address and/or amplified music. This Noise Control Plan shall contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements for outdoor concerts.


· Speaker systems shall be directed away from the nearest sensitive receptors to the degree feasible.


· Outdoor speaker systems shall be operated consistent with the restrictions of Section 2909 of the San Francisco Police Code, and conform to a performance standard of 8 dBA and dBC over existing ambient L90 noise levels at the nearest residential use.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b: Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit


As part of the Place of Entertainment Permit process, the project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venue to reduce the potential for noise impacts from interior event noise. This Noise Control Plan shall, at a minimum, contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements.


· The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police Code section 2900.


· Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


· Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


Comparison of Impact NO-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The operational noise impact with respect to noise from generators and mechanical equipment was not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, this project impact would be less than significant, so under the project, there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The operational noise impact with respect to amplified sound was addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to outdoor concert events at the AT&T ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR, which included implementation of a plan limiting events to three per year and establishing a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient noise levels as a performance standard. As described above, the proposed project impact would be similar, so there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.	Comment by Clarke Miller: Per earlier comments, the number of allowable event s at AT&T is inconsistent in various docs, so best to remove the number.


_________________________


Impact NO-5: Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact NO-4, above, this impact addresses the introduction of new mobile noise sources with respect to the potential for permanent, long-term increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Mobile noise sources include vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise with Transit Service Plan


Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would increase noise levels along existing roadways. Under the Transit Service Plan (TSP) included as part of the project, light rail service on the T Third line would be increased, and three special event shuttles would be implemented, including a 16th Street BART Shuttle, Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle. Increases in noise from traffic on existing roadways are assessed by modeling existing and future roadway noise levels and comparing the resulting increase to standards published by FICON. For noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 3dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.


Increased traffic noise with the TSP was assessed for four separate scenarios, consistent with those analyzed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. First, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions (year 2015 inclusive of traffic from foreseeable development) during the weekday peak hour (4 to 6 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of convention traffic associated with the proposed project. Second, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions during the weekday “evening” hour (6 to 8 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of pre-basketball game traffic. A third scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the weekday “late” hour (9 to 11 p.m.) reflecting the contributions of post basketball game traffic. Lastly, a scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the Saturday evening peak hour (7 to 9 p.m.).


Noise levels were determined for this analysis using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Prediction Model based on baseline and future traffic projections developed as part of the transportation analysis (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation). Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments are presented in Table 5.3-9. Noise levels in Table 5.3-9 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.


5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.3-9
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project with TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			69.7


			1.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.1


			69.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.1


			4.9


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			57.9


			0.4


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.0


			1.4


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.6


			2.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.5


			-0.9c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			63.7


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			62.2


			10.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.2


			6.8


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			63.3


			3.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			64.4


			4.7


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			65.8


			1.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			61.9


			7.2


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.0


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.6


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.5


			2.1


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and egress routing during events.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015





OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.3-34	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, April 27, 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.3-35	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, February 25, 2015  Subject to Revision


As shown in Table 5.3-9, weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along Third Street where noise levels would increase by less than 3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along 16th Street and Mariposa Street would increase by as much as 4.9 dBA. However, the existing traffic noise levels along these streets is below 65 dBA and therefore the applicable threshold would be 5 dBA, which would not be met or exceeded. Thus, the roadside noise impact along these two streets would be less than significant. 


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 10.0 and 6.8 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.2 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant permanent increase in noise levels.


Physical noise mitigation (i.e., installation of noise barriers) does not represent a feasible mitigation measure for these event-driven noise impacts. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of this EIR identifies transportation-related mitigation measures, which would likely not reduce potential noise impacts at most of these roadway segments, where traffic volumes would need to be reduced by half of the projected volumes for noise levels to be reduced below thresholds. Mitigation in terms of rerouting project traffic would have the potential to result in secondary traffic-related impacts or transfer of noise impacts from one roadway to another. Consequently, operational noise impacts during events with implementation of the TSP would be significant and unavoidable, with no feasible mitigation that would reduce roadside noise levels even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified under Impact TR-2 in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise, No Transit Service Plan


Under this project scenario, it is assumed that the proposed TSP is not successfully implemented, thus resulting in higher trip generation (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, for discussion of the rationale for analyzing this scenario). Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would further increase noise levels along roadways used to access the project site beyond the levels identified above.


Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments without the TSP are presented in Table 5.3-10. Noise levels in Table 5.3-10 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.


As shown in Table 5.3-10, without the TSP weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along 3rd Street where noise levels would increase by less than 
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Table 5.3-10
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project without TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			70.1


			1.6


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.1


			69.2


			0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.6


			5.4


			Yesb





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			58.0


			0.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.3


			1.7


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.7


			-0.7c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			64.1


			0.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			61.9


			9.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.1


			6.7


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			65.1


			4.9


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			65.0


			5.3


			Yesb





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.8


			3.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.4


			0.3


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			62.5


			7.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			55.0


			1.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.4


			3.0


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			65.5


			5.1


			Yesb











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This is a significant impact under the no TSP scenario that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along Mariposa Street would increase by more than 5 dBA during the weekday late and Saturday evening hours which would be a significant increase that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour and evening hours, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic, the latter of which would not occur under the with-TSP scenario. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario, post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 9.8 and 6.7 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.8 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant permanent increase in noise levels.


Mobile Noise Source – Crowd Noise


Noise generated by event patrons and retail customers could result in increased noise along surrounding streets, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours (depending on the event timing) and at the end of scheduled games/events when large numbers of people would be departing the event center and walking on local streets to access their transit connections or access their vehicles at local parking locations. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Commission has established a good neighbor policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes eight policies that address noise generation (see Regulatory Framework, above).


A variety of transit options would be available to event patrons under the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, indicates that during the late evening egress hours (9 to 11 p.m.) of a weekday basketball or concert event, over 4,500 people would take transit options and that over 3,000 people would be using the northbound Muni T-Line platform, which is approximately 70 feet from and facing the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building. Observations of current platform occupancy during these hours indicate that fewer than 10 persons are typically present on the platform at any one time. Consequently, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in people gathering in front of across Third Street from the UCSF Hearst Tower housing complex during the targeted 45-minute post-event egress period for approximately 45 basketball games per year and up to 60 additional full capacity concerts and other sporting events per year (see Table 3-3 of the Project Description). In addition to this, there could be smaller capacity family events or daytime conventions. 


To estimate noise levels from departing crowds after an event, noise monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T-Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game at AT&T Park was conducted in April 2015. Short-term noise monitoring was located at a setback of approximately 70 feet from the 2nd and King Street (Ballpark) platform. Although the 320-foot-long Ballpark platform is longer than the existing 160-foot T-Line platform across from the project site, the proposed project would include extension of this platform from 160 to 320 feet (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation); therefore this noise measurement would be representative of future project conditions. However, it should be noted that the measured data from the Ballpark platform also included vehicle traffic on King Street and crowd noise on the north side of the street; consequently, these noise measurements may overestimate the magnitude of the potential impact at the project site. 


Monitored noise levels during the egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90, with an Lmax of 90.2 dBA. These noise levels may be compared to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2014 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the UCSF Housing (Hearst Tower) (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 55 dBA, L90 and Lmax of 89.8 dBA. The L90 data indicates that existing noise levels at the UCSF Hearst Tower residential building during quieter periods would be substantially increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days. 


Given that the residential units in this building are elevated up to 15 stories, shielding does not represent a feasible option to mitigating this crowd noise impact. Relocating the northbound platform away from Hearst Tower would also likely be an infeasible option due to resultant secondary impacts to Muni operations of the T-Line. Consequently, the noise impact resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and unavoidable. 


Nevertheless, it should be noted that these noise increases at the Muni platform would be of limited duration, with post game dispersion rate of about 45 minutes and would only occur on event nights. The project sponsor, as part of its site management practices, would implement the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities, urging patrons to respect the quiet of the neighborhood as they leave the area and providing a phone number to all interested neighbors to respond to complaints. Furthermore, it is assumed that the Hearst Towers have been designed to Title 24 noise insulation standards to mitigate exterior noise levels to a 45 dBA interior performance standard, although this standard would likely not be met if the windows are open.


Other than Hearst Tower, the UCSF Hospital is located over 1,000 feet from the southbound Muni platform and would not be expected to experience a substantial noise increase from crowd egress. An additional UCSF housing building in proposed for Block 15, west of Fifth Street, but this location, while quieter is located over 1,000 feet away from the proposed arena and transit platform and would be shielded by intervening buildings, including the Sandler Neuroscience Building, Arthur and Toni Remberock Hall, and Hearst Tower.


Summary of Impact NO-5, Operational Noise from Mobile Sources


Noise levels generated by crowds prior to, during, and after events is expected to result in a substantial increase in noise levels at the receptor adjacent to the northbound Muni T-Line transit platform, particularly during nighttime egress hours of 9 p.m. to 11 p.m., and this impact would be significant and unavoidable.


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new mobile noise sources that would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events under either the with-TSP or the no-TSP scenarios and even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, as described in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. These measures identify additional transportation demand management strategies beyond those already incorporated in the proposed project that the project sponsor would pursue in collaboration with the City.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact NO-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified traffic noise increases as less than significant and no mitigation was required. The FSEIR also assessed crowd noise in combination with outdoor concert noise (cheering within the outdoor ballpark). Noise from patron egress was not assessed.


Consequently, the significant and unavoidable traffic and crowd noise impact identified in Impact NO-5 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and adjacent to Terry Francois Boulevard. In addition, neither the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building nor the Muni T-line platform were constructed at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR impact analysis.


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-NO-1: Construction activities of the proposed project combined with cumulative construction noise in the project area could cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity during construction. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The geographic scope of analysis for cumulative noise and vibration construction impacts encompasses sensitive receptors within approximately 500 feet of the proposed project site. Beyond 500 feet, the contributions of noise from other projects would be greatly attenuated through both distance and intervening structures and their contribution would be expected to be minimal. Section 5.1, Impact Overview, presents the list of reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity that could contribute to cumulative construction noise, which in particular would include the construction activities associated with implementation of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the Mission Bay campus and other nearby Mission Bay development projects with construction schedules that could overlap with project construction. Some of the listed cumulative projects are sufficiently distant to not meaningfully contribute to construction noise impact. 


Mission Bay Blocks 33/34 is identified as a variant in the 2014 UCSF LRDP and was analyzed as a pre-2020 project. Phase 1 of this 500,000 gsf office development is scheduled to start construction in 2016, which would occur simultaneously with construction of the proposed project. The UCSF LRDP EIR found that at the Mission Bay campus site, proposed construction activities between 2015 and 2019 include new construction at Block 15 housing, Block 33 research building, Block 33/34 parking garage, and the cancer outpatient building. These construction projects, which could occur concurrently, were identified as resulting in a significant cumulative impact on the noise environment in the site vicinity, largely as a result of pile driving activities. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to this already identified cumulative impact, either through compounding the extent and/or magnitude of construction noise in the project vicinity or through extending the duration of construction noise in the project vicinity. UCSF development located at Block 25B (across Third Street) is scheduled for construction in 2023. Additionally, the Cancer Outpatient Building is scheduled for construction starting 2018. Consequently, both of these cumulative projects would occur after completion of proposed project construction and would not combine with the proposed project in a cumulative construction noise impact.


The Uber/ARE project on Blocks 26/27 is estimated to start construction by the end of 2015, and construction could be concurrent with the proposed project. This project is immediately north of the project site, across South Street, and immediately across Third Street from the nearest sensitive receptor to the project site, the UCSF Mission Bay housing at Hearst Tower. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to cumulative construction noise from this adjacent project. 


Additionally, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and development of Bayfront Park, both directly east of the project site are expected to be completed by the time the proposed project is in operation. Therefore, construction activities associated with the roadway realignment and park would likely overlap with construction of the proposed project, further contributing to cumulative construction noise. Thus, even though construction noise generated by the proposed project alone would not result in a significant noise impact, the proposed project's contribution to the cumulative noise impact from overlapping construction activities in the immediate project vicinity could be cumulatively considerable, and a potentially significant impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1, Construction Noise Control Measures, would reduce the project's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. Given that this measure would implement construction-related noise control measures for a project that does not include impact pile-driving, which was the principal activity and focus of the significant and unavoidable finding of the UCSF LRDP EIR, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project's construction noise impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures.


Contractors shall employ site-specific noise attenuation measures during construction to reduce the generation of construction noise. These measures shall be included in a Noise Control Plan that shall be submitted for review and approval by the OCII or its designated representative to ensure that construction noise is reduced to the degree feasible. Measures specified in the Noise Control Plan and implemented during project construction shall include, at a minimum, the following noise control strategies:


	Equipment and trucks used for construction shall use the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds). 


	Construction equipment with lower noise emission ratings shall be used whenever possible, particularly for air compressors.


	Sound‐control devices no less effective than those provided by the manufacturer shall be provided on all construction equipment.


	Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible; this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures, such as use of drills rather than impact tools, shall be used where feasible.


	Stationary noise sources such as material stockpiles and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as possible. 


	Enclosures and mufflers for stationary equipment shall be provided, impact tools shall be shrouded or shielded, and barriers shall be installed around particularly noisy activities at the construction sites so that the line of sight between the construction activities and nearby sensitive receptor locations is blocked to the extent feasible.


	Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be prohibited.


	Construction‐related vehicles and equipment shall be required to use designated truck routes to travel to and from the project sites as determined with consultation with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction (see Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates). 


	The project sponsor shall designate a point of contact to respond to noise complaints. The point of contact must have the authority to modify construction noise‐generating activities to ensure compliance with the measures above and with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not contain an analysis of cumulative construction noise impacts per se, although as a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the construction noise impact of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan as a whole, covering development throughout an area over 300 acres in size, which is essentially a cumulative analysis. As described above in Impact NO-1, the FSEIR identified construction-related noise impacts as less than significant with mitigation to address noise from impact pile driving. Consequently, the cumulative construction noise analysis for the proposed project would have the same significance conclusions as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impact than previously identified. 


_________________________


Impact C-NO-2: Operation of the proposed project when considered with other cumulative development would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Operational noise impacts of the proposed project would primarily result from increased traffic on the local roadway network. Cumulative plus project traffic data were used to estimate the cumulative operational noise increases shown in Table 5.3-11. Significant cumulative increases in ambient roadside noise levels are predicted to occur at three of the six road segments analyzed.


While cumulative noise levels are predicted to increase by 3 dBA or more along Third Street, as can be seen from Table 5.3-10, the project contribution to this increase is less than 1.5 dBA which would not be considered a cumulatively considerable contribution, based on FICON guidance for transportation noise which indicates that noise increases of 1.5 dBA warrant further analysis. Therefore, this cumulative increase along Third Street is not a cumulative noise increase of the proposed project. 


However, a significant cumulative noise increase would occur along Illinois Street during weekday convention events and Saturday basketball events. Additionally, cumulative noise levels along Mariposa Street during Saturday basketball events would increase by more than 5 dBA with the project contributing more than 1.5 dBA of this increase. This would result in a cumulatively considerable noise impact of the proposed project. Noise from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform across from Hearst Tower following the end of events would also contribute to cumulative, long-term increases in noise levels.


Operation of the proposed project would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Cumulative increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)
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Table 5.3-11
Modeled cumulative Traffic Noise Levels 


			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Convention Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			69.1


			71.8


			72.2


			0.4


			3.1


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.8


			<0.1


			1.9


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			65.8


			3.3


			5.5


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			61.9


			<0.1


			2.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			68.2


			1.0


			1.8


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			68.0


			0.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			71.8


			72.1


			0.3


			3.0


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.9


			0.1


			2.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			64.8


			2.3


			4.5


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			62.0


			0.1


			2.2


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			67.9


			0.7


			1.5


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			67.8


			0.7


			2.3


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.5


			68.9


			1.4


			4.2


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street


			65.1


			67.3


			67.5


			0.2


			2.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			57.8


			62.7


			4.9


			8.0


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			58.2


			58.5


			0.3


			4.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			62.4


			64.6


			0.2


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.7


			65.9


			3.2


			5.5


			Yes











NOTES:	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 30 or 35 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. The incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3 dBA with an ambient noise environment greater than 65 dBA.





a	Although a cumulative noise impact would occur along Third Street, because the projects would contribute less than 1.5 dBA to this increase, the projects contribution is not considered cumulatively considerable.





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact C-NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Traffic noise increases were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as less than significant and no mitigation was required. Consequently, the significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic noise impact identified in Impact C-NO-2 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the 1998 FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and Mariposa Street.


_________________________


Impact C-NO-3: Occupants of the proposed project would not be substantially affected by noise from future operations of the helipad at the adjacent UCSF Hospital. (Less than Significant)


Beginning in 2015, the UCSF Medical Center began operating a helipad that has occasional helicopter operations. Because helicopter overflights would be isolated occurrences, their single event instantaneous noise level would be of brief duration and would be greater than ambient noise levels noise contributions, with a maximum noise level of 85 dBA expected (based on a 95 dB single event noise exposure level[footnoteRef:28]). The relative infrequency and acoustical nature of a helicopter overflight noise varies distinctly from traffic generation and other steady-state project noise sources such that the summing of the acoustical energy of ambient noise and helicopter operations is not a meaningful cumulative analysis. In other words, during the brief periods of helicopter overflight, helicopter noise will dominate over the ambient noise levels, rendering the cumulative contribution of other ambient sources insignificant. Therefore, future helicopter noise is assessed as an isolated event. [28: 	The single event noise exposure level, or SENEL is a noise metric that normalizes the sound energy of a single event such as an aircraft fly-over over the period when the sound level is within 10 dB of the Lmax. As stated on Page 19 of the cited report (UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009), the SENEL is typically 10 dB higher than the Lmax for aircraft noise., ] 



Noise modeling for helicopter operations at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay was presented as part of the Final EIR, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.[footnoteRef:29] This modeling indicated that the 65 dB CNEL[footnoteRef:30] noise contour during average day and busy-day helicopter operations extends to the east across Third Street, but does not include the project site. Because the event center, office and retail land uses proposed by the project are not considered noise sensitive land uses and because the 65 dB CNEL contour does not extend onto the project site, the cumulative noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant. [29:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009.]  [30: 	CNEL is roughly equivalent to DNL, usually within 1 dBA] 



Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


An addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared in 2008 that addressed the noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad. This analysis only identified operational noise impacts to residential areas to the south and east of the hospital helipad and mitigation measures were identified to address these impacts. However, the residual noise impact, after mitigation, was determined to be significant and unavoidable for residential uses. The proposed project would not include residential or other noise sensitive land uses, so there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impacts from what were disclosed in the FSEIR and associated addenda.
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5.7 [bookmark: _GoBack]Utilities and Service Systems


Introduction


This section addresses potential effects of the project on existing wastewater and stormwater systems. The existing wastewater and stormwater infrastructure at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was published is described along with changes to the infrastructure constructed by the master developer in accordance with mitigation required by the Mission Bay FSEIR. The impact analysis considers whether project-generated wastewater and stormwater flows would result in the need to construct new or expanded facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 


Utilities impacts related to water supply and solid waste are described in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS). The project’s impacts related to exceeding the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board and on combined sewer discharges, are addressed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Utilities Analysis


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


Wastewater/Stormwater Collection and Treatment


The Mission Bay FSEIR described the City’s combined wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment systems in two different sections of the document, the Community Services and Utilities section and the Hydrology and Water Quality section. The Mission Bay Plan area is located in the City’s Bayside drainage basin, in which combined stormwater and sanitary sewage (wastewater) are collected, then conveyed to and treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) near Islais Creek. At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was published, the entire Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area was located in four sub-basins, with the project site at Blocks 29-32 draining to two of the sub-basins. The north and east portions of the Blocks 29-32 site drained to the Bay sub-basin, and stormwater from the Bay sub-basin drained directly to the Bay, not the combined sewer system. The balance of Blocks 29-32 drained to the Mariposa sub-basin. Wastewater flows from both basins were collected in the combined sewer system and conveyed to the SEWPCP for treatment. Wastewater flows from the Mariposa sub-basin were transported from the Mariposa dry-weather pump station to the SEWPCP via a 10-inch force main. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Consider adding a figure here or cite to a figure in the Mission Bay FSEIR showing the basins.  


Stormwater in the Mariposa sub-basin was directed to the Mariposa wet weather pump station via the Mariposa storage/transport sewer under Mariposa Street, and ultimately to the SEWPCP. During wet weather, the wet-weather pump station system transported combined storm runoff and sewage south to gravity sewers at 21st Street and Illinois Street via a 20-inch force main under Third Street. At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was published, the existing Third Street sewer was inadequate to handle wet-weather flows and the City planned to construct the Illinois Street Auxiliary Sewer to accommodate the flows and transport them from the Mariposa Pump Station to the SEWPCP. As planned, this auxiliary sewer would be a 60-inch gravity sewer extending beneath Illinois Street, between 24th Street and the Islais Creek Transport Storage Structure located at the intersection of Third Street and Caesar Chavez Street. Construction of the Illinois Street Auxiliary Sewer was expected to begin in 1998. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Was this not constructed?     


North of Blocks 29-32, wastewater and stormwater generated in the Plan area drained to the Central sub-basin, which directed flows to the Channel and North-of-Channel storage sewers and ultimately to the Channel Pump Station. From there, flows were pumped to the SEWPCP through a 66-inch-diameter force main. Excess wet weather flows from this sub-basin were discharged to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) via six combined sewer discharge structures.


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported the existing wastewater generation from the Mission Bay Plan area (based on the 1990 FEIR) was approximately 0.072 million gallons per day (mgd), and the existing wastewater volume treated at the SEWPCP was an average of 67 mgd.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: The way this discussion is set up is a bit confusing.  This section (Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures) discusses the both the draft and final SEIR and multiple mitigation approaches.  The next section (Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Approach) seems to have some of the same discussion but it is not clear.  It seems the discussion and conclusions in the Final SEIR and the approved mitigation are what is relevant. Consider revising.  


As described below, during the Draft SEIR phase of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the document originally analyzed one approach to managing stormwater and wastewater in the Plan area, but this approach was augmented and revised during the Responses to Comments phase. The original approach in the Draft SEIR included reconfiguring the Central and Mariposa sub-basins of the combined sewer system, constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, and continuing to use the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system for the collection of both wastewater and stormwater. This approach was revised with the inclusion of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3, which required design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the City's combined sewer system do not contribute to combined sewer discharges. This mitigation approach is described in Section 5.7.2.3, below. The revised approach, which was ultimately adopted and is currently being implemented, involvesd constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the Mariposa sub-basin as well as directing all stormwater flows in both basins to the separate stormwater systems. This mitigation approach is described in Section 5.7.2.3, below.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment immediately above. It is hard to tell, based on the discussion below, what exactly was discussed in the Final SEIR and approved and what was part of the original approach in the Draft EIR that was later revised.  See our specific comments below.   	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Section 5.7.2.3 states that this mitigation approach is currently being implemented (is currently under construction and anticipated to be completed in 2015, prior to construction and operation of the proposed project).  At other times the text states the separate stormwater collection system is “planned.” It needs to be clear (and consistent) that this system is currently being implemented and will be operational prior to construction and operation of the proposed project.  


Mission Bay Plan Impacts at Buildout


The Mission Bay FSEIR described major sewer upgrades within the Mission Bay Plan area that were proposed as part of the Mission Bay Plan. The proposed improvements included changes to both the Central/Bay and Mariposa sub-basins of the City’s combined sewer system.


As indicated in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the Central and Bay sub-basins would be reconfigured into one basin as shown on Figure 5.7-1. The reconfigured Central basin would accommodate wastewater and stormwater flows in separate sanitary-sewer-only and storm-drainage–only lines. The sub-basin would extend from about 300 feet north of 16th Street to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek), and would include the northern portions of Blocks 29-32. Sanitary flows from the sub-basin would flow to one of two drainage areas, which would both drain to the 



Insert Figure 5.7-1



Channel Street storage sewer by gravity. Under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, during wet weather, wastewater from both drainage areas would be lifted to the top of the storage sewer to prevent potential flow problems. The separate stormwater system would transport stormwater runoff to four proposed pump stations via gravity. The pump stations would direct the initial 80 percent of stormwater flows to the combined sewer system for ultimate treatment at the SEWPCP. The remainder of the stormwater flows, approximately 20 percent of the annual stormwater flows, would be discharged to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) or the Bay through one of the four new stormwater outfalls adjacent to the new pump stations.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: It seems this should be a new paragraph.  The discussion of the “original” approach and the adopted approach is a bit jumbled here.  

Also, it is not clear why the “original approach” is discussed in detail if it is not what was approved.  In particular, the relevant significance conclusions are those in the Final SEIR based on the approved plan and the approved mitigation. 


The original approach indicated that the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system would be reconfigured as shown on Figure 5.7-1, and would continue to accommodate both wastewater and stormwater from the southern portion of Blocks 29-32. The planned reconfigured basin would extend from about 300 feet north of 16th Street to Mariposa Street.


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with the original approach to sewer system improvements, the Mission Bay Plan would accommodate the projected increases in wastewater generation and stormwater flows, and Mission Bay pPlan effects on wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments above.  It seems this should describe the conclusion after the adopted approach to mitigation and the conclusion in the FSEIR, not the “original approach” in the Draft SEIR. 


Mission Bay Plan Interim Impacts during Phased Development


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities Impacts section stated that when a specific development plan within the Mission Bay Plan area is proposed, the project proponent would be required to submit preliminary infrastructure plans for review. If the specific development phase were to trigger the need for increased sewer capacity, upgraded sewer lines, or expanded sewer service, the proposed improvements would be described in the preliminary plan, and would require the approval of the San Francisco Clean Water Program [currently part of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)] staff. The proposed improvements would be based on the “adjacency” concept, meaning that the improvements would need to provide adequate conveyance and storage capacity for the phase under development as well as for expected future development to be served by the same improvements. Large scale improvements needed for cumulative effects of development phases would be reviewed by the Clean Water Program staff and could include major infrastructure improvements, such as installation of new sewer lines or a pump station. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Is this a mitigation measure from the Mission Bay FSEIR? Or was this scrapped in favor of Mitigation Measure K.3? Again, it is not clear what is meant by the “original” approach or the “revised” approach.  


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities Impacts section reported that infrastructure development of the proposed separate stormwater system for the Central sub-basin would occur with each phase, but would not necessarily be immediately operational. Under the original approach, the Mission Bay Draft SEIR indicated that as part of the Mission Bay Plan and required by Mitigation Measure M.5, all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the original Bay basin (incorporated into the Central sub-basin as part of the project) would be conveyed to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system, to ensure potential impacts to water quality during this interim period would remain less than significant.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments immediately above. It seems this should discuss the impact after the adopted approach to mitigation and the conclusions in the Final SEIR, not the “original” approach in the Draft SEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Estimates of Wastewater Flows


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay Plan would generate approximately 2.5 mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow), or 3.7 percent of the volume of wastewater treated at the SEWPCP at the time of Mission Bay FSEIR publication. For Blocks 29-32, equal amounts of wastewater were expected to be routed to the Mariposa sub-basin via the City’s Mariposa Pump Station and to the reconfigured Central sub-basin via the City’s Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station located at Park P15. The estimated peak wastewater flow to each sub-basin from the project site was 0.289 mgd, and the estimated average flow was 0.096 mgd. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effects on wastewater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant with mitigation because the proposed sewer system improvements under the Mission Bay Plan, including reconfiguration of the Central/Bay and Mariposa sub-basins, would accommodate the projected increases in wastewater generation.


Similarly, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effects related to construction of new storm drainage facilities would be less than significant with mitigation because the proposed sewer system improvements under the Mission Bay Plan, including reconfiguration of the Central/Bay and Mariposa sub-basins, would accommodate the projected changes in stormwater flows.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Approach


Mitigation Measure K.3 of the Mission Bay FSEIR requires design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the City's combined sewer system do not contribute to combined sewer discharges. The master developer adopted Mitigation Scenario B described in the Summary of Comments and Responses of the Mission Bay FSEIR (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253). This scenario meets the requirements of Mitigation Measure K.3 by constructing a separate stormwater system throughout the Mission Bay South Plan area to convey stormwater to the Bay rather than conveying stormwater from this area to the City's combined sewer system. The separate stormwater system is described in the approved Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan. With construction of this separate stormwater system, only wastewater from the Mission Bay South Plan area would be conveyed to the combined sewer system. 


The separate stormwater system adopted and currently being implemented by the master developer includes four drainage zones within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Central sub-basin and one drainage zone within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin.[footnoteRef:2] Stormwater in each of the drainage zones flows by gravity to one of five stormwater pump stations in the locations shown on Figure 5.7-2, including pump station SDPS-5 near the east end of 16th Street, which was not anticipated in the original project described in the Mission Bay FSEIR. When construction of this system is completed (currently under construction  [2:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and Catellus Development Corporation, Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.] 




Insert Figure 5.7-2 



and anticipated to be completed in 2015, prior to construction and operation of the proposed project), all stormwater runoff from Mission Bay South will be conveyed through the separate stormwater system and discharged to the Bay and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek).


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.5 required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the former Bay sub-basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system under the original approach. However, this mitigation measure is not applicable to the proposed project because stormwater from the project site would discharge to the separate stormwater system being constructed in accordance with the approved Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan as described above.


Setting


Combined Sewer System


Currently, the SEWPCP treats both dry and wet-weather flows from the eastside of the City—specifically the Bayside drainage basin of the City’s combined sewer system (shown on Figure 5.9-1 in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality) — similar to what was described in the Mission Bay FSEIR (see Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a more detailed description). The plant has a dry-weather capacity of 84.5 mgd. During dry weather, wastewater flows consist mainly of municipal and industrial sanitary sewage and wastewater, and the annual average wastewater flow during dry weather is 60 mgd[footnoteRef:3] (a reduction of 7 mgd from the 67 mgd reported by the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998). The wet-weather facilities in the Bayside drainage basin have a combined capacity of 400 mgd, plus the 125-million gallon volume of storage and transport boxes that retain the combined stormwater and wastewater flows during wet weather. Flows in excess of the wet-weather capacity of the Bayside treatment facilities receive flow-through treatment in the storage and transport boxes that is the equivalent of primary treatment. The treated flows are discharged to the Bay through 29 combined sewer discharge structures located along the shoreline. [3:  	San Francisco Water Power Sewer, San Francisco’s Wastewater Treatment Facilities. June, 2014.] 



As discussed above, the Mission Bay Plan included reconfiguration of the combined sewer system drainage sub-basins in the Mission Bay South portion of the Bayside drainage basin. As reconfigured, the northern portion of the project site is located in the Central sub-basin, and wastewater flows to this sub-basin are conveyed to the SEWPCP via the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. The southern portion of the project site is located in the Mariposa sub-basin, and wastewater flows to this sub-basin are conveyed to the SEWPCP via the Mariposa Pump Station. However, since the project site is currently undeveloped, except for a parking lot, there are no wastewater flows contributing to either sub-basin.



Mariposa Pump Station


The 240-acre Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system is divided into two tributary areas that direct flow to the Mariposa Pump Station. Tributary B includes Potrero Hill to the south of Mariposa Street and is outside of the Mission Bay Plan area; this tributary area directs both rainwater and wastewater to the pump station. Tributary A includes areas to the north of Mariposa Street that are located within the Plan area; in this area, stormwater flows are directed to the separate stormwater system constructed for the Mission Bay South development, and only wastewater flows are directed to the Mariposa Pump Station. 


The Mariposa Pump Station consists of a dry-weather and wet-weather pump station. The dry-weather pump station was built in 1954 and has a capacity of 1.2 mgd. Average dry-weather flows to the pump station are 0.425 mgd and the peak dry-weather flow historically fluctuated between 0.8 and 1.0 mgd. With the addition of 0.82 mgd of peak wastewater flows from the approved and planned University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) developments in the Plan area, the SFPUC anticipates that peak flows would exceed the capacity of the dry-weather pump station. To address this need for additional capacity, the SFPUC is planning to connect the 10-inch dry weather force main to the 20-inch wet weather force main, which will increase the capacity of the dry-weather pump station to 3.5 mgd in dry weather conditions on an interim basis until long term improvements can be constructed to permanently increase the capacity of the pump station. [footnoteRef:4] Completion of this connection is expected by June 2015.  [4: 	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ] 



The 10 mgd wet-weather pump station and associated 0.7 million gallon transport/storage structure were built in 1993, and new chopper pumps were installed in 2014 to manage debris that accumulates at the pump station. In the event that wet weather flows in the Mariposa sub-basin exceed the combined capacity of the Mariposa pump station and transport/storage structure (11.2 mgd), the excess flows are discharged to the Bay as a combined sewer discharge after receiving flow-through treatment in the transport and storage structure. This system is designed to achieve an annual average of 10 combined sewer discharges per year, but has historically exceeded this average.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 600, Technical Memorandum No. 603, Collection System Configurations Analysis and Impact on Combined Sewer Discharge, Final Draft. December, 2010.] 



Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station


The Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station was constructed by the master developer  in 2011 and accepted by the City in 2012. This pump station receives only wastewater (dry-weather) flows from within the Mission Bay South area and is equipped with four submersible pumps. It is designed for average wastewater flows of 2.0 mgd and peak wastewater flows of 6.0 mgd; this design capacity allowed for an average wastewater contribution of 0.1 mgd and peak contribution of 0.29 mgd from Blocks 29 and 30 at the project site.[footnoteRef:6] Testing in 2010 indicated that the pump station has the capability of pumping 6.7 mgd, but new testing would be needed to confirm this conclusion. Monitoring by the SFPUC in 2015 indicates that existing average wastewater flows to the pump station are 2.2 mgd and peak flows are 3.3 mgd. 	Comment by Neil Sekhri: Why would new testing be required?  Explain. [6:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, 2015. Hydraulic Assessment of Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. February 25.] 



Sewer System Improvement Program


The SFPUC is currently implementing the Sewer System Improvement Program (SSIP), a 20-year, multi-billion dollar citywide program to upgrade the City’s aging sewer infrastructure and ensure a reliable and seismically safe sewer system. Bayside projects currently planned under this program include the Central Bayside System Improvement Project, which will include improvements to provide redundancy to the Channel force main (which transports flows from the Channel Pump Station to the SEWPCP); operational and seismic improvements to the SEWPCP; operational improvements to the North Point Wet Weather Facility; and green infrastructure projects to manage stormwater before it enters the combined sewer system. 


San Francisco Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s)


Municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) within San Francisco are stormwater systems that carry stormwater in a separate set of pipes from the SFPUC's combined sewer system. These MS4 systems do not discharge to the combined sewer system and are operated in compliance with State Water Resources Control Board Water Quality Order No. 2013-001-DWQ, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Waste Discharge Requirements for Stormwater Discharges from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems. The separate stormwater system constructed by the master developer in Mission Bay South is subject to this permit.


As described above, the separate stormwater system for the Mission Bay South area includes four drainage zones within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Central sub-basin and one drainage zone within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin.[footnoteRef:7] Stormwater in each of the drainage zones flows by gravity to one of five stormwater pump stations, as shown on Figure 5.7-2. Construction of this separate stormwater system is scheduled to be completed in 2015. [7:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and Catellus Development Corporation, Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.] 



Regulatory Framework


Please see Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Regulatory Framework, for descriptions of federal, state, and local regulations regarding wastewater and stormwater.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to utilities and service systems if it were to:


· Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects;


· Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; or


· Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that would serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the utilities and service systems analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, pp. 64 through 72), which explains why the proposed project would have a sufficient water supply available to serve the project and would not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements (Impact UT-1). Similarly, the Initial Study explains why the project would not require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities (Impact UT-2); would be served by landfills with sufficient capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste needs (Impact UT-3); and would comply with federal, state, and local statutes related to solid waste (Impact UT-4). Therefore, no further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section.


The criterion related to the potential to exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco Bay Region Regional Water Quality Control Board is addressed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, under Impact HY-1, in combination with the water quality criterion regarding the potential to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. The remaining significance criteria are addressed below.


Approach to Analysis


Construction Impact Methodology


Project construction would not result in a substantial increase in demand on wastewater or storm drainage services over the 26-month construction duration, such that project construction in and of itself would not require construction or expansion of existing wastewater or storm drainage facilities. Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact HY-1a, discusses impacts related to construction dewatering discharge, which includes additional detail that has been developed by the project sponsor since publication of the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS). As described in that impact, proposed dewatering discharge options would include options for direct discharge to the Bay under an existing general NPDES permit to ensure that any discharges to the combined sewer system would be within the capacity of existing facilities and would not require the construction or expansion of existing facilities. Therefore, construction-related impacts to wastewater and storm drainage facilities are not further addressed in the analysis below. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This is more of a significance conclusion rather than a description of the methodology. As such, it needs to be supported by facts. Please add a brief explanation why project construction would not result in a substantial increase in demand on wastewater drainage services.  I assume there is sufficient capacity, but the discussion in this chapter indicates that there is not much.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This sentence needs an edit.  


Operations Impact Methodology


In order to determine the project's long term impacts on the capacity of wastewater or stormwater facilities, the impact analyses accounts for the cumulative effects of wastewater and stormwater flows of the project in combination with the flows from past, present, and foreseeable future projects within the same service area. Therefore, the project's impacts are analyzed in the context of cumulative impacts, and a separate project impact analysis is not provided.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There needs to be a separate analysis of the project-specific impacts.  Below the text states that Impact C-UT-2 would be significant “both individually and cumulatively.”  And the discussion in this chapter seems to indicate that the project itself would trigger the need for improvements.  That is an impact of the project itself.  


Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities: This analysis compares the estimated peak wastewater flows from the proposed project in combination with existing wastewater flows and wastewater flows from the Mission Bay Plan area at full build out to the existing capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and Mission Bay South Pump Station sewer drainage areas as well as downstream facilities. The analysis uses this information to determine whether new or upgraded wastewater treatment facilities, such as pump stations and sewer lines used to convey the wastewater, would be required. If the increase in wastewater flows is within the existing capacity, the impact would be less than significant. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment immediately above.  There needs to be a discussion about whether the project alone would trigger the need for improvements and would therefore have a significant impact by itself.  


Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities: The impact analysis assesses the stormwater flows from the proposed project site and considers whether these flows in combination with other Mission Bay South area flows would exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay South by the master developer. If the anticipated combined stormwater flows at project build out would be within the capacity of the stormwater system, the impact would be less than significant. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Not clear what this is referring to.  Build out of Mission Bay South or completion of the arena project?  As noted in our previous comments, there should be a discussion of both the project’s individual impacts and cumulative impacts.  


Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that it has inadequate capacity for the project flows in addition to existing commitments. This analysis compares the estimated peak wastewater flows from the proposed project in combination with existing and planned future flows to the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and Mission Bay South Pump Station sewer drainage areas as well as downstream facilities. If the SFPUC determines that no new wastewater treatment facilities would be required, the impact would be less than significant.


Impact Evaluation


Impacts UT-1 to UT-4: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-UT-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


_________________________


Impact C-UT-2: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Significant and Unavoidable)


As discussed above in Section 5.7.2.2, Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures, the Mission Bay Plan includes reconfiguration of the Central and Mariposa sub-basins of the City's combined sewer system to collect wastewater and stormwater in separate systems. The northern portion of the project site is now included in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, and the southern portion of the project site is now included in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin, although project-related wastewater flows could be directed to either sub-basin. 


The sewer analysis for the proposed project conducted by BKF Engineers estimates that the daily average wastewater (sanitary sewage) flow during an event at full capacity (e.g., a sold-out NBA basketball game) would be 0.164 mgd, and the daily peak wastewater flows would be 1.074 mgd.[footnoteRef:8],[footnoteRef:9] The preliminary project design indicates that wastewater flows from the project site would primarily be discharged to the sewer drainage area of the Mariposa Pump Station (within the reconfigured Mariposa Basin), although a portion of the flows could be directed to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station located at Park P15 (within the reconfigured Central sub-basin). The SFPUC has determined that improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station, and potentially to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station would be required to accommodate the project-related flows.[footnoteRef:10],[footnoteRef:11] The SFPUC would also need to assess the sizing of the force mains and other piping used to convey the wastewater flows for potential improvements. The capacity issues for these pump stations are due to the increased wastewater flows of the proposed project in combination with the cumulative flows from development projects within these sewer drainage areas that have been identified subsequent to the publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This seems to indicate that the project itself would trigger the need for improvements.  Therefore this is a project-specific impact, not just a cumulative impact. It needs to be very clear whether the project itself would cause an impact.  This chapter is a bit ambiguous on this issue.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment immediately above.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Which specific projects is this referring to?  Are these project that have already been completed or are they planned projects?  This goes to whether the project itself triggers the need for improvements or whether the improvements are needed in the future (i.e. full build-out of the Mission Bay plan).   [8:  	BKF Engineers, 2015. Water and Sewer Analyses for Golden State Warriors Arena @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. January 9.]  [9:  	As described in the Utilities and Service Systems section of the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS), the annual average water demand for the project would be 0.100 mgd. For wastewater planning purposes, wastewater flows are directly related to water usage; however, for sizing of wastewater infrastructure, daily peak flows are used rather than annual average flows. While the daily average wastewater flow during an event at full capacity would be 0.164 mgd, events would not be held every day, and the annual average wastewater flows would be similar to the estimated 0.100 mgd water demand. ]  [10:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ]  [11: 	THIS REFERENCE WILL BE THE MEMO FROM DPW ABOUT THE MISSION BAY SANITARY PUMP STATION ] 



Mariposa Pump Station


As discussed above in Section 5.7.3.1, Combined Sewer System, the SFPUC has indicated that with the recent addition of 0.82 mgd of peak wastewater flows from UCSF planned developments, the total existing peak dry-weather flows to the Mariposa sub-basin would exceed the 1.2 mgd capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station. To address this, the SFPUC is constructing interim improvements to temporarily increase the dry-weather capacity of the pump station to 3.5 mgd by cross connecting the dry- and wet-weather force mains. Assuming that the entire 1.074 mgd of peak wastewater flows from the project site would be directed to this pump station, the total peak wastewater flows due to the proposed project in combination with other existing peak flows from development projects completed as of February 2015 would be 3.6 mgd.[footnoteRef:12] This is near the 3.5 mgd capacity of the interim improvements. However, it is unlikely that all peak flows would occur simultaneously and would only occasionally, if ever, reach the total estimated peak flow of 3.6 mgd. Further, the SFPUC anticipates that the small fraction of flows in excess of the 3.5 mgd interim capacity of the pump station could temporarily be accommodated by providing storage in the 0.7 million gallon Mariposa transport and storage structure until peak flows at the pump station have subsided. Use of this, or another equivalent strategy, would be conducted in accordance with the NPDES permit for the Bayside facilities and would be subject to approval of the RWQCB. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Is this a requirement?  Is it part of the mitigation? It needs to be clear that this strategy would be implemented to avoid this impact. 

The preceding sentence indicates that peak wastewater flows will exceed capacity.  There needs to be a concrete plan in place to prevent this from happening before the project can be approved.     [12:  	Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. 2015. Combined Sewer Impact Analysis, Golden State Warriors Arena EIR. February 18.] 



At full build out of Mission Bay South, anticipated future flows in the Mariposa sub-basin (including the addition of all 4 million square feet of new development anticipated in the recently adopted UCSF Long Range Development Plan) would total approximately 4.8 mgd,[footnoteRef:13] which would result in the need for permanent improvements to the pump station and a long term increase in capacity. In addition, as discussed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, the increased wastewater flows from the proposed project could increase the volume of combined sewer discharges (CSDs) from the Mariposa Pump Station which could necessitate improvements to the Mariposa wet weather pump station. The SFPUC anticipates that complete pump station replacement could be required.[footnoteRef:14] Engineering planning and design for pump station improvements or replacement have not been completed, and are preliminarily scheduled to commence by mid-2015. The SFPUC anticipates that improvements might include actions such as enlarging the existing sewer main on Mariposa Street between 3rd Street and the Mariposa Pump Station; upgrading and adding dry weather pumps with potential temporary wet weather pump modifications; upgrading or replacing the dry-weather sump in the pump station; constructing new connections to the transport and storage box structure and rehabilitating the structure; and improving the hydraulic capacity of the downstream gravity sewers, if needed. A new dry weather pump station could potentially be relocated within approximately a quarter mile radius of the existing location.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This seems to indicate that the project itself will trigger the need for improvements.  As noted in our previous comments, this needs to be clear.  	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this occurring separate from the project?  Again if the project is triggering the need for these improvements, that needs to be made very clear. 
There would also need to be (1) a plan in place for making the improvements before the project is built; (2) an analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the improvements in this SEIR.  If there are no impacts associated with constructing an expanded pump station, the text should state that.

If necessary, the funding issues can probably be resolved at a later time outside of the CEQA process.   [13:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ]  [14:  	Ibid.] 



Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station


There is the potential that a portion of the project-related wastewater flows could also be discharged to the sewer drainage area of the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. UCSF has indicated to the SFPUC that under full build out of its recently approved Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), UCSF flows to this pump station will be 6.63 mgd, close to the most recently measured capacity of 6.7 mgd. To address this, the LRDP recommends replacing the existing pumps to increase the capacity to 7.34 mgd, although this recommendation has not been approved by the SFPUC.   Additional modifications could be required to accommodate any additional flows from the proposed project site. The SFPUC has indicated that potential upgrades and modifications might include actions such as replacing existing pumps with larger pumps; installing additional pumps; enlarging the pump station wet well and installing associated controls; and modifying or realigning the force main.[footnoteRef:15]	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments above. This seems to indicate the project itself would have a significant impact. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments above.  If improvements are needed to accommodate the project (as indicated above) the specific improvements need to be identified; there needs to be an unambiguous commitment to making the required upgrades; and their potential environmental impacts must be analyzed.   [15:  	THIS REFERENCE WILL BE THE MEMO FROM DPW ABOUT THE MISSION BAY SANITARY PUMP STATION] 



Construction of the permanent improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains to accommodate increased peak flows from the proposed project could potentially result in significant environmental effects. Therefore, this would be a significant impact, both individually and cumulatively.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: How so?  If the project is triggering these impacts, they need to be analyzed now.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There should be a separate discussion regarding the project’s individual impacts.  


While the SFPUC has conducted flow monitoring to establish wastewater flows at each pump station and provided a conceptual description of the permanent improvements that could be required, the SFPUC has not completed the planning and design of specific improvements or replacement to these pump stations.  However, regardless of the design of the specific improvements, it can be assumed that the pump station and force main improvements would generally be built at or near the same location as the existing facilities (i.e., within the same sewage drainage sub-basin). Standard construction techniques would likely be used and confined within a limited area, with construction lasting for several months to a year. Construction could include activities such as construction staging, clearing and grubbing, limited excavation and grading, foundation work, and construction/installation of the new facilities. Depending on site-specific conditions, groundwater dewatering and material off-haul could be required as part of the construction activities. These construction activities would be expected to result in temporary increases in truck and construction employee traffic, noise, and air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, depending on the site-specific design and location, the pump station improvements could result in physical effects on cultural resources, biological resources, water quality, and hazardous materials. Most, if not all, of these potential impacts can generally be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with typical mitigation measures, similar to those identified in the Initial Study and the SEIR for this project. Long-term operational impacts would likely be less than significant because operation of the pump stations would be similar to existing operations of these facilities.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See previous comments. If the project itself will trigger the need for these improvements (i.e. the project cannot be built without them) there needs to be a plan in place and the environmental impacts need to be analyzed now.  


Prior to SFPUC's implementation of the permanent pump station and force main improvements, project-level CEQA review would be required to identify potential impacts associated with construction and operation of these improvements and project-specific mitigation measures for any significant impacts. This analysis cannot be performed until the SFPUC identifies the specific improvements that will be constructed in order to address the need to provide increased pump station and force main capacity.  CEQA environmental review of the future improvements/replacement of the Mariposa and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains would ensure that measures to avoid or minimize impacts on the environment would be considered in the approval process for these improvements. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles:  


The SFPUC is currently working with the project sponsor to determine the appropriate assumptions for the project's contribution to the required increases in pump station capacity and associated improvements. The SFPUC has indicated that planning for these pump station improvements are currently in progress, but as yet, has not identified a timetable for completing these long term improvements.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: The discussion above seems to indicate that the project itself will trigger the need for improvements.  In other words, without the improvements the project cannot be built because the current system cannot accommodate the project.   


Thus, in the absence of specific plans and design for pump station improvements and prior to the completion of CEQA environmental review for those improvements, it is not possible to determine at this time whether impacts resulting from construction and/or operation of pump station and force main improvements could be mitigated to a less than significant level. Furthermore, implementation of any improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control. Lastly, there is uncertainty in timing as to when the SFPUC will be able to complete the necessary capacity improvements. Therefore, because the increase in wastewater flows would require the construction of new wastewater facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects, this impact would be significant and unavoidable. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There should be a detailed explanation why improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control. Perhaps add a discussion in the Regulatory Framework section describing who has control (i.e. SFPUC, master developer (?)) and why it is not the Warriors.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: The discussion above seems to indicate that the existing system cannot accommodate the project and therefore, the necessary capacity improvements must be completed before the project can be built.  Please clarify.  


It is assumed that the SFPUC will implement the permanent pump station and force main improvements at the Mariposa and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Stations as soon as feasible, but the schedule for these improvements is currently unknown and completion could occur after the proposed project is constructed and operational.[footnoteRef:16] In the event this were to happen, during the interim period, it is assumed that in order to remain in compliance with RWQCB permit requirements, the SFPUC would make internal operational or piping changes to accommodate the project-related flows. The interim system modifications would be subject to the approval of the RWQCB under the terms of the Bayside NPDES permit. Approval by the RWQCB would ensure that water quality of the Bay would be protected during the interim period. Any interim system modifications are assumed to be operational or internal to the existing pump stations and therefore would not result in any physical environmental effects. The project sponsor is currently working with the SFPUC and coordinating the project design to ensure that the City's wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities can accommodate the proposed project during both the interim and long term periods.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment immediately above.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There needs to be a better explanation and firm commitment to an interim plan.  Is this even possible/feasible?  What would the specific modifications be?  Why would they not have a significant impact?  When would the modifications occur? Etc.  [16:  	Note that the SFPUC is considering a design/build project delivery model which will expedite implementation of the pump station and force main improvements. ] 



Summary of Impact C-UT-12, Wastewater Treatment Capacity


As discussed above, the SFPUC has determined that under the proposed project in combination with full build out of Mission Bay South, wastewater flows could exceed the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Stations and associated force mains. Therefore, improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains, would be required to accommodate the project-related wastewater flows. While temporary or interim measures to accommodate the flows would not result in significant environmental effects because they would be operational or internal to the pump stations, construction of the permanent improvements could potentially result in significant environmental effects. Because specific plans and design for permanent pump station improvements have not been finalized and CEQA environmental review has not been completed, it is not possible at this time to conclude whether impacts resulting from these improvements could be mitigated to a less than significant level. Furthermore, implementation of any improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control and there is uncertainty in timing as to when the SFPUC will be able to complete the necessary capacity improvements. Therefore, this would be a significant and unavoidable impact related to requiring construction of new wastewater facilities or the expansion of existing wastewater facilities, with no feasible mitigation available to the project sponsor. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: The interim plan needs to be developed in detail prior to project approval to demonstrate that it is feasible,  will actually occur, and will not have environmental impacts. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There should be a better explanation here.  Why is implementation of any improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control? Is there nothing the project sponsor can do for mitigation (i.e., pay fees, finance the improvements subject to reimbursement, etc.)?    


Mitigation: None currently available.


Comparison of Impact C-UT-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that, based on anticipated land uses as offices, the estimated average wastewater flow to each sub-basin from the project site would be 0.096 mgd and the estimated peak flow would 0.289 mgd; this corresponds to a total average flow of 0.192 mgd and a total peak flow of 0.578 mgd. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that, as designed, the wastewater collection systems would have sufficient capacity for these estimated flows and the effects related to expansion of existing wastewater treatment facilities or construction of new facilities would be less than significant. As described above, the proposed project would generate an average daily wastewater flow of 0.164 mgd during an event at full capacity, which is less than what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, but the peak flow is estimated to be 1.074 mgd, nearly twice what was estimated in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section (p. V.M.51) stated that if a specific development phase triggers the need for increased sewer capacity, upgraded sewer lines, or expanded sewer service, the proposed improvements would be described in the preliminary plan, and would require the approval of the San Francisco Clean Water Program (now part of the SFPUC) staff. The proposed improvements would be based on the “adjacency” concept, meaning that the improvements would need to provide adequate conveyance and storage capacity for the phase under development and for expected future development to be served by the improved sewer facilities. Large scale improvements needed for cumulative effects of development phases would be reviewed by the Clean Water Program Staff and could include improvements such as installation of new sewer lines or a pump station. While the Mission Bay FSEIR acknowledged the potential for needed upgrades to the wastewater system, specific upgrades were not identified. In addition, the project-related peak flows would be almost twice what was analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the project would result in a substantially more severe significant impact than was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Was there a preliminary plan prepared for the project? It is not clear that this procedure has been followed.  See similar comment above.  


_________________________


Impact C-UT-3: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would not require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Less than Significant)	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: The should also be a discussion of the project’s individual impact.  


Currently, the project site contains a paved parking lot on the north and west portions of the site, and the remainder of the site consists of an undeveloped lot largely covered in gravel, with sparse ruderal vegetation and a depressed area that collects surface drainage. Implementation of the project would eliminate the undeveloped portions of the site and would increase the overall impervious surfaces at Blocks 29-32, thereby increasing the volume of stormwater runoff. 


The project site would be served by the Mission Bay South storm drain infrastructure, as constructed and operated by the master developer,[footnoteRef:17] which will include two separated stormwater systems within the perimeter streets. As described in the stormwater hydraulic analysis prepared for the project,[footnoteRef:18] stormwater flows from the northern portion of the project site would be routed by gravity to Storm Drain Pump Station No. 1 (SDPS-1), which has been designed to handle stormwater flows generated from the planned build-out of the tributary drainage area. This pump station has five high-flow or wet weather pumps, with a combined design capacity of 27,810 gallons per minute. [17:  The initial stormwater infrastructure, including the pump station, is anticipated to be completed in fall 2015, although final completion, particularly the bioswales, is not expected to be completed until 2016.]  [18: 	BKF, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Stormwater Memorandum, January 6, 2015] 



Stormwater flows from the southern portion of the project site would be conveyed to Storm Drain Pump Station No. 5 (SDPS-5) located to the south of proposed project site, across from 16th Street within Park P23. This pump station will be equipped with five submersible wet weather only pumps, one submersible treatment pump, and two submersible dry weather pumps with a combined capacity of 32,500 gallons per minute. This system, including SDPS-5, is currently under construction and anticipated to be completed in 2015, prior to construction and operation of the proposed project. 


The project stormwater analysis completed for the project sponsor concluded that the capacity of the separated stormwater system is adequate to serve the project in combination with other development projects that would be constructed at full build out of Mission Bay South. Therefore, the project, either individually or cumulatively, would not require the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities nor expansion of the existing facilities, and this impact would be less than significant.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Although it seems obvious, it should also be noted that the infrastructure will accommodate the project itself since it will be online before construction and operation of the project.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment immediately above.  It needs to be made clear that the existing system will be able to accommodate the project and the analysis is not relying on improvements contemplated after the project is completed.  


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-UT-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with the sewer system improvements proposed as part of the plan, including reconfiguration of the Central and Mariposa sub-basins and construction of a separate stormwater system, the Mission Bay Plan would accommodate the projected changes to stormwater flows. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effects of implementation of the Mission Bay Plan on stormwater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant.


Because project-related stormwater flows would be within the capacity of the Mission Bay South infrastructure and the project would be consistent with the projected build out condition, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mitigation Measure M.5 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section requires conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the former Bay basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. However, this mitigation measure is not applicable to the proposed project because the Bay basin has been incorporated into the reconfigured Central sub-basin and the project would discharge to the Mission Bay separate stormwater system that has already been constructedis currently being constructed and will be completed before project construction begins.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Verify. 


_________________________


Impact C-UT-4: The project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would result in a determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As discussed in Impact C-UT-2, the sewer analysis for the proposed project estimates that the average daily wastewater flow during an event at full capacity would be 0.164 mgd and the peak wastewater flows would be 1.074 mgd.[footnoteRef:19] The SFPUC has notified the project sponsor that improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains would be required to accommodate the project-related wastewater flows.[footnoteRef:20],[footnoteRef:21] [19:  	BKF Engineers, 2015. Water and Sewer Analyses for Golden State Warriors Arena @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. January 9.]  [20:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ]  [21:  	THIS REFERENCE WILL BE THE MEMO FROM DPW ABOUT THE MISSION BAY SANITARY PUMP STATION] 



As stated above, the capacity shortfall for these pump stations is due to the proposed project in combination with the cumulative effects of increased wastewater flows from other projects in the sewer drainage areas that have been identified subsequent to the publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR. In particular, the UCSF LRDP EIR addressed wastewater flows from the Mission Bay campus.[footnoteRef:22] As stated in Chapter 7 of the UCSF LRDP EIR, UCSF independent engineering studies determined that it is not necessary to replace and/or upsize City or UCSF sanitary sewer conveyance piping already constructed in order to serve the proposed growth at the Mission Bay campus site.[footnoteRef:23] The engineering studies also determined that after accounting for the 0.23 mgd contribution of wastewater from the Mission Bay campus to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station, the pump station would need to have a capacity of 6.63 mgd which is less than the existing capacity. To address future capacity, UCSF proposed the installation of more powerful pumps that would increase the pump station capacity to 7.34 mgd, be of similar size to the existing pumps, and connect to the existing discharge piping. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments above.  The discussion needs to be clear whether the project itself will trigger the need for improvements (which seems to be the case).  [22:  	University of California, UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Environmental Impact Report. August 2014. State Clearinghouse Number 2013092047.]  [23: 	The City will need to validate these studies and will also need to evaluate collection system capacities to ensure adequate capacity remains during detailed project design phase(s) of the UCSF Mission Bay Campus.] 



Similar to the proposed project, the planned UCSF Mission Bay campus improvements will discharge stormwater to the new separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay South, but will discharge wastewater to the Mariposa sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system, which is served by the Mariposa Pump Station. The UCSF LRDP Final EIR also notes that average dry weather flows to the Mariposa Pump Station exceed previous projections and the existing capacity for dry weather flows at the time of Final EIR publication, even without flows from the Mission Bay campus. As stated in the UCSF LRDP Final EIR, the Mariposa Pump Station would need to be upgraded and the SFPUC is analyzing temporary measures (referred to as “interim improvements” in Impact C-UT-2) to accommodate flows in the interim period between opening the Phase 1 Medical Center on February 1, 2015 and construction of a long-term solution to increase the dry-weather capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station.


Based on this, the UCSF LRDP EIR concluded that there would be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact because improvements to both pump stations could be required to accommodate wastewater flows from the Mission Bay campus site; construction of the improvements could result in environmental effects; it was unknown whether the SFPUC would approve the upgrades or require additional modifications; and implementation of the necessary improvements is outside of the UCSF jurisdiction. 


Because the SFPUC has determined that there is currently inadequate capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand (as well as UCSF's demand), this cumulative impact would be significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4, Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades, would offset the project's contribution to this impact. The measure would require the project sponsor to contribute its fair share to the SFPUC for the required improvements to the pump stations and associated force mains. However, because the necessary improvements have not been completely defined and implementation of the improvements to the City's wastewater system is outside of the project sponsor’s control, this impact would be significant and unavoidable, with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4: Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades


The project sponsor shall pay its fair share for improvements to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and/or the Mariposa Pump Station and associated force mains required to provide adequate sewer capacity within the project area and serve the project as determined by the SFPUC. The contribution shall be in proportion to the wastewater flows from the proposed project relative to the total design capacity of the upgraded pump station(s). The project sponsor shall not be responsible for any share of costs to address pre-existing pump station deficiencies. 


Comparison of Impact C-UT-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay Plan would generate approximately 2.5 mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow), and it concluded that as designed, the wastewater collection systems would have sufficient capacity for these estimated flows. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that, based on anticipated land uses as offices, the estimated average wastewater flow to each sub-basin from the project site would be 0.096 mgd and the estimated peak flow would be 0.289 mgd; this corresponds to a total average flow of 0.192 mgd and a total peak flow of 0.578 mgd. At that time, the SFPUC had not indicated that there could be inadequate capacity to serve individual project’s wastewater demand within the Mission Bay Plan area in addition to its other known commitments. Therefore, this impact was less than significant as analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


However, as described above, the project would result in a new significant impact not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR because project-related peak wastewater flows would be greater than analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR and subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the SFPUC has determined that the wastewater system would have inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in combination with all development projects that would be constructed at full build out under the Mission Bay Plan.
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Public Services


Introduction


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with public services—including fire protection, emergency medical services, and law enforcement—due to implementation of the proposed project. The section evaluates whether the project would require new or physically altered governmental facilities to maintain adequate service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives, the construction of which would result in substantial adverse physical impacts on the environment. Potential project effects on other public services, including public school facilities, health services, childcare services, library services, and street maintenance services are addressed in the Initial Study, Section 12, Public Services, and potential project effects on public parks are addressed in the Initial Study, Section 10, Recreation (see Appendix NOP-IS). 


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Public Services, and Community Services and Utilities Sections


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section characterized existing fire and police protection services serving the Mission Bay plan area and surrounding area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR noted that there were no San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) fire stations operating within the Mission Bay plan area in 1998; however, the plan area was served by up to six surrounding fire stations. The Mission Bay FSEIR also reported that the Mission Bay South area was located within the San Francisco Police Department’s (SFPD) Bayview District.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay plan would potentially result in a significant increase in demand for fire protection and associated emergency medical services in the Mission Bay plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment would be required in the Mission Bay South plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency and maintain adequate levels of service. The FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. 


The Mission Bay plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) that would ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the new police station proposed under the Mission Bay plan would increase community involvement and lower crime rates in the Mission Bay plan area and ensure impacts to police protection services would be less than significant. Potential impacts associated with the construction and operation of the new police/fire station itself were included in the overall analysis of the Mission Bay plan in the FSEIR. As explained below, the new station at Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay plan area became operational in April 2015. 


[bookmark: _Toc236124634]Setting


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services


San Francisco Fire Department


The SFFD provides fire protection and emergency medical services for the City and County of San Francisco. Emergency medical transportation to San Francisco hospitals is provided by a dynamically deployed fleet of both public and private ambulance services.


Currently, the nearest SFFD stations to the project site that would provide the first response for fire suppression, rescue, and emergency medical service include the following: 


· Station 4 in Public Safety Building at Third Street and Mission Rock Street (one-third mile from the project site)


· Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street and Fourth Street (one mile from the project site)


· Station 25 at 3305 Third Street at Cargo Way (1.3 miles from the project site)


· Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street at 16th Street (0.9 miles from the project site)


The City’s Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets, which includes Station 4, became operational in April 2015. The traffic signals at the intersection of Mission Rock Street with Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard can be controlled by the SFFD for preemptive signal control to allow unimpeded travel by SFFD emergency vehicles through these intersections in an emergency.


Table 5.8-1 summarizes the existing SFFD staffing and equipment in the project area.


Table 5.8-1
summary of existing SFFD staffing and equipment in Project Area 


			SFFD Fire Station


			Staffing 
per Shift


			Total Members


			Special Unit


			Fire Engines/ Trucks


			Command Unit





			No. 4: Third St. / Mission Rock St.


			9


			35


			


			1 engine
1 truck


			





			No. 8: Bluxome St. / Fourth St.


			10


			40


			


			1 engine
1 truck


			Battalion Chief





			No. 25: 3305 Third Street at Cargo Way


			4


			16


			


			1 engine


			





			No. 29: 299 Vermont Street at 16th Street


			4


			16


			


			1 engine


			





			SOURCE: San Francisco Fire Department, 2015











Table 5.8-2 summarizes the number of SFFD responses in the project area from December 2013 through November 2014 and the average response time.


Table 5.8-2
summary of SFFD Responses for Fire Stations in Project Area 
(December 2013 through november 2014a)


			SFFD
Fire Station No.


			Fire 
Responses


			Medical 
Responses


			Total 
Responses


			Average Response Time (minutes)





			4b


			1,038


			580


			1,618


			5.98





			8


			1,681


			5,599


			7,280


			5.98





			25


			1,045


			1,551


			2,596


			6.53





			29


			1,204


			2,972


			4,176


			5.71





			a	SFFD data reported for December 1, 2013 through November 30, 2014.


b	New SFFD Fire Station No. 4 at San Francisco Public Safety Building in Mission Bay became operational in April 2015. As a result, reported response data presented in this table for this station for the reported period is from its proposed response area.	Comment by Whit Manley: This doesn’t make sense. If the station did not exist (and therefore there were no responses), how is there reported response data? Please clarify what this data shows.





SOURCE: San Francisco Fire Department, 2015











The SFFD formerly operated and maintained the Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) used for fire protection use only, but since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, management of this system has been transferred to the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission's (SFPUC) City Distribution Division. This high pressure water supply system is distinct and separate from the City’s domestic water and standard fire hydrant system. The AWSS consists of 150 miles of 8- to 20-inch diameter mains, 1,550 special fire hydrants, a high elevation water reservoir and two large water tanks, emergency saltwater pump stations, and series of underground cisterns. The two AWSS emergency saltwater pumping stations (located at Second Street/Townsend Street and at Fort Mason) each have a pumping capacity of 10,000 gallons per minute (gpm) to supplement the AWSS with saltwater. An existing AWSS water line extends along Third Street adjacent to the project site (see Initial Study, Section 11, Appendix NOP-IS for more discussion).


The SFFD fire boats the Phoenix and the Guardian (stationed at Station No. 35 at Pier 22½) can make those connections directly into the AWSS via five special manifolds installed along the Bay shoreline to serve as a backup to the City’s landside saltwater pumping stations. The nearest SFFD fire boat manifolds to the project site are at Islais Creek/Third Street to the south, and at Pier 22½ to the north. The Phoenix has a pumping capacity of over 9,600 gpm, equal to that of one of the landside pumping stations. The Guardian has the largest pumping capacity of any fireboat in the world (24,000 gpm) and is the only fireboat that is outfitted with a 5½-inch monitor tip, capable of pumping 9,000 gpm onto a fire from just one of its monitors. The SFFD has also received federal grant money to procure a third fireboat, anticipated to be operational in summer 2015 and stationed at Pier 22½.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  	San Francisco Fire Department, communications with Assistant Deputy Chief Ken Lombardi, January 11, 2015 and January 21, 2015.] 



Law Enforcement Services


San Francisco Police Department


The SFPD provides law enforcement services in the City and County of San Francisco. The SFPD is mandated by the City Charter to maintain a sworn staff of 1,971, excluding officers assigned to the San Francisco International Airport, and officers not available for field duty (e.g., due to onduty injuries, temporary modified duty, medical leave, and administrative leave). During 2014, the Department averaged 1,715 total full-duty sworn officers. In 2012, the SFPD initiated a six-year hiring plan to gradually increase the number of SFPD officers (with an average of three recruit academies of 50 new hires planned per year) and the mandated SFPD staffing level goal is anticipated to be reached in mid-2018.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  	San Francisco Police Department, 2013 Annual Report, available online at http://sf-police.org/index.aspx? page=3992, accessed January 22, 2015.] 



The SFPD assigns its officers to ensure adequate staff are available to provide minimum safety services as well as to staff special events and deploy officers to meet unexpected needs when services require “all hands,” such as during October of every year when multiple major events are held in the City.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  	Ibid.] 



Patrol functions are performed by the police officers of the SFPD Field Operations Bureau from ten district stations. The project site is currently within the jurisdiction of the SFPD’s Bayview District. The SFPD Bayview District currently covers an approximately 9.1-square mile area, extending south from the Mission Creek Channel covering all of Mission Bay South plan area, and continuing south through the Potrero Hill, Dogpatch and Bayview neighborhoods to the San Mateo County line. The SFPD Bayview District Station is located at 201 Williams Street, approximately 2½ miles south of the project site.


However, with the recent relocation of the SFPD headquarters and Southern District Station to the Public Safety Building at Third Street at Mission Rock Street, the SFPD district boundaries are being revised. By June 2015, the project site is anticipated to be within the jurisdiction of the SFPD’s Southern District.[footnoteRef:5] The SFPD Southern District currently covers an approximately 3square mile area, from roughly Market Street on the north, The Embarcadero waterfront on the east, the Mission Creek Channel on the south, and Division Street on the west, but these boundaries are expected to be revised by June 2015 to include Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. The Southern District Station contains five patrol sectors on the mainland and one on Treasure Island, in addition to several foot beats and officers that patrol on bicycles.  [5:  	San Francisco Police Department, communications with Captain Michael Redmond, Commanding Officer, Southern District Station, January 5, 2015, January 6, 2015, and January 15, 2015.] 



The SFPD’s Southern District is responsible for managing the law enforcement services for many events each year, including San Francisco Giants home games at AT&T Park, Oracle World, Macworld, Google Convention, St. Patrick's Day Parade, and Gay Pride Parade, and in 2013, the 34th America’s Cup event. The SFPD routinely provides increased police protection for special events, including assigning additional SFPD personnel (police officers and on-site command/ dispatch center) specifically for these events. The level of SFPD personnel required for a particular event is determined by the SFPD’s Event Commander in coordination with the event sponsor in advance of the event as well as by levels established in event security/operations plans. The Department of Parking and Traffic typically provides traffic control services for special events.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  	Ibid.] 



For example, for San Francisco Giants home games at AT&T Park, the SFPD typically provides on-duty officers from five or more SFPD district stations to provide police protection in the ballpark vicinity during games, along with motorized patrol support from the SFPD Honda unit and the SFPD Southern District Station’s radio car as needed. In addition, the SFPD’s Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) Division provides officers to assist with facilitation of pedestrian traffic through Muni Metro areas for Giants games. Additional off-duty officers are used to provide additional police protection within the interior of the ballpark. Also, the SFPD maintains agreements with certain parking lot operators in Mission Bay, where SFPD bicycle officers provide security at lots used by ballgame patrons.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  	Ibid.] 



Table 5.8-3 summarizes the average annual number and types of crimes that occurred within the Mission Bay Plan area between 2012 and 2014. The SFPD indicates that the crime rate within the immediate project site vicinity (e.g., one-half mile radius of the project site) is lower than elsewhere within the Bayview District, as well as lower than the City as a whole.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  	Ibid.] 



Table 5.8-3
summary of annual Crimes in 
Mission Bay Plan Areaa (average 2012-2014)


			Crime


			Number





			Arson


			1





			Assault


			20





			Burglary


			65





			Larceny/Theft


			489





			Robbery


			20





			Sex Offense


			2





			Vehicle Theft


			42





			Total


			638





			a	Thise area that the for which the SFPD collected statistics for  approximates, but does not  match exactly, the Mission Bay Plan area.


SOURCE: San Francisco Police Department, 2015











Port of San Francisco Police


The Port of San Francisco employs one police officer based at Pier 26 who responds to complaints and actively patrols the Port property from Pier 90 to Aquatic Park (including the area directly east of the project site) from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. SFPD provides backup to the Port’s officer and law enforcement services after 4:00 p.m. and on weekends.


San Francisco Sheriff’s Department


The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department (SFSD) manages the San Francisco County Jail and protects City-owned critical infrastructure. In addition, the SFSD augments law enforcement at the request of the SFPD.


California Highway Patrol


The California Highway Patrol (CHP) provides law enforcement services on state highways, including the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. The nearest CHP station to the project site is Station 335, at 455 Eighth Street in San Francisco.


University of California Police Department


The University of California Police Department (UCPD) provides police protection services for University of California properties and facilities, including the University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus. The UCPD is comprised of the Field Services Division, which provides police and investigative services, the Professional Standards Division, and the Homeland Security and Emergency Management Division. The UCSF Police Department maintains its headquarters at 654 Minnesota Street, and a patrol substation at the Mission Bay campus.


Regulatory Framework


State Regulations


California Master Mutual Aid Agreement


The California Master Mutual Aid Agreement is a framework agreement between the State of California and local governments for aid and assistance by the interchange of services and facilities, including but not limited to fire, police, medical and health, communication, and transportation services and facilities to cope with the problems of rescue, relief, evacuation, rehabilitation, and reconstruction.


California Fire Code


State fire regulations are set forth in Sections 13000, et seq. of the California Health and Safety Code, which includes regulations concerning building standards (as set forth in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, the California Building Code), fire protection and notification systems, fire protection devices (such as fire extinguishers and smoke alarms), high-rise building and child care facility standards, and fire suppression training. California Fire Code Section 403.2 addresses public safety for both indoor and outdoor gatherings, including emergency vehicle ingress and egress, fire protection, emergency medical services, public assembly areas and the directing of both attendees and vehicles (including the parking of vehicles), vendor and food concession distribution, and the need for the presence of law enforcement and fire and emergency medical services personnel at the event. 


Local Regulations


San Francisco General Plan


The San Francisco General Plan provides general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions and development throughout the city, as described in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies. The Community Facilities Element of the General Plan contains the following objectives and policies relevant to public services: 


Objective 1: Distribute, locate and design police facilities in a manner that will enhance the effective, efficient and responsive performance of police functions.


Policy 1.1: Locate police functions that are best conducted on a centralized basis in a police headquarters building.


Policy 1.2: Provide the number of district stations that balance service effectiveness with community desires for neighborhood police facilities.


Policy 1.3: Enhance closer police/community interaction through the decentralization of police services that need not be centralized.


Policy 1.4: Distribute, locate, and design police support facilities so as to maximize their effectiveness, use, and accessibility for police personnel.


Policy 1.6: Design facilities to allow for flexibility, future expansion, full operation in the event of a seismic emergency, and security and safety for personnel, while still maintaining an inviting appearance that is in scale with neighborhood development.


Policy 1.7: Combine police facilities with other public uses whenever multi-use facilities support planning goals, fulfill neighborhood needs, and meet police service needs.


Policy 2.1: Provide expanded police/community relations and police services through outreach programs, primarily utilizing existing facilities.


Policy 2.2: Establish police district boundaries along natural neighborhood edges, and reinforce neighborhood identity by locating district stations near the centers of their service areas.


Policy 2.3: Design police facilities to maximize opportunities for promoting community/ police relations through dual use of facilities.


Objective 5: Development of a system of firehouses which will meet the operating requirements of the Fire Department in providing fire protection services and which will be in harmony with related public service facilities and with all other features and facilities of land development and transportation provided for in other sections of the General Plan.


San Francisco Police Code


The San Francisco Police Code contains regulations for various types of activities such as automobile use, permitting and licensing, and disorderly conduct. The City’s noise ordinance is also part of the Police Code (Article 29) – see Section 5.3, Noise Regulatory Framework.


San Francisco Fire Code


The San Francisco Fire Code was revised in 2007 to regulate and govern the safeguarding of life and property from fire and explosion hazards arising from the storage, handling, and use of hazardous substances, materials, and devices, and from conditions hazardous to life or property in the occupancy of buildings and premises; to provide for the issuance of permits, inspections, and other SFFD services; and to provide for the assessment and collection of fees for those permits, inspections, and services. The SFFD reviews building plans to ensure that fire and life safety is provided and maintained in the buildings that fall under its jurisdiction. SFFD building plan review applies to all of the following occupancy types:


· All Assembly Occupancies (including restaurants and other gathering places for 50 or more occupants)


· All Educational Occupancies (including commercial day care facilities)


· All Hazardous Occupancies (including repair garages, body shops, fuel storage, and emergency generator installation)


· All Storage Occupancies where potential exists for high-piled storage as defined by Fire Code


· All Institutional Occupancies


· All High-Rise Buildings of all occupancies


· Residential Occupancies, such as hotels, motels, lodging houses, residential care facilities, apartment houses, small- and large-family day care homes, and R-1 artisan buildings (excluding minor residential repairs such as kitchen and bath remodeling and dry rot repair)


· Certified family-care homes, out-of-home placement facilities, halfway houses, drug and/or alcohol rehabilitation facilities


· Tents, awnings, or other fabric enclosures used in connection with any occupancy


· All fire alarm and fire suppression systems


In coordination with the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection and the Port Building Department, the SFFD conducts plan checks to ensure that all structures, occupancies, and systems outlined above are designed in accordance with the San Francisco Building Code prior to the issuance of a building permit. 


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to public services if the project were to:


· Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services such as fire protection, law enforcement, or other services.


Impacts regarding emergency vehicle access are addressed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


The proposed project could have a significant impact on public services if (1) it would require the construction of new or physically altered governmental facilities in order to maintain acceptable levels of public services, and (2) the construction or alteration of such facilities would result in one or more substantial adverse impacts on the environment. While the proposed project includes provision of space at the event center for the SFFD and SFPD to use during games/events (e.g., command center), the physical impacts related to construction and operation of those facilities are addressed as part of the proposed project and included within the analyses in the appropriate environmental resource topic sections of this SEIR. 


Other effects that could result from the proposed project—such as the potential for an increase in crime, public drinking, outdoor crowd noise, building defacement, public urination, ticket scalping, pan-handling, vandalism, litter, graffiti, and other activities that may result in a diminished quality of life for neighborhood residents—are not considered impacts under CEQA unless such effects result in the need for the construction of new or physically altered governmental facilities in order to maintain acceptable levels of public services, and the construction of such facilities result in adverse physical environmental impacts. These quality of life issues would be considered as part of OCII and the City’s project planning and approval processes, outside of the CEQA environmental review process. 


Nevertheless, the proposed project would incorporate certain services, facilities, and site management practices that would minimize the project’s effects on the quality of life for the surrounding neighborhood. These include: the provision of on-site space, including a command center at the event center for use by the sponsor's security personnel, SFPD, SFFD, and San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA); provision of private security guards to regularly patrol buildings and grounds, and increased security for games/events to provide on-site crowd management and public safety; inclusion of applicable on-site security equipment; use of traffic control personnel and implementation of a transportation management plan for games/events to facilitate safe movement of, and minimize potential conflicts among pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles; use of maintenance and cleaning staff to regularly clean and maintain the buildings and grounds and provide litter control; incorporation of public restroom facilities in proposed buildings and open space areas; and installation of recycling/trash/compost receptacles as required by the City. 


The impact analysis below first considers whether the project would require the construction of new or altered governmental facilities (beyond those included in the proposed project), in order to maintain acceptable performance standards for public services. If new or altered public service facilities are determined to be required to serve the project, then the analysis evaluates whether construction of such facilities would have a substantial adverse physical impact on the environment. For example, if the SFPD determined that a new police station would be required to be constructed to maintain adequate service levels for law enforcement, the impact analysis would evaluate whether construction or operation of the new police station would have significant impacts on the physical environment.


If the project were to result in increased demand for law enforcement, fire protection, and/or emergency medical services, there could be economic impacts that are unrelated to the construction of new or altered facilities. Costs incurred by the agencies that would provide law enforcement, fire protection, and emergency medical services would not be considered an environmental impact under CEQA, and as such, CEQA environmental review does not address mitigation measures to compensate public service agencies for such costs.


For purposes of the impact analysis, it is assumed that project improvements would be designed and constructed in compliance with all applicable building and fire codes, which include requirements for fire alarms, smoke detectors, sprinkler systems, fire extinguishers, and the number and location of exits.


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on public services encompasses the areas served by the SFFD, SFPD, and other federal and state government facilities that provide fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services in the project area.


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative impacts on public services in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. For the public services cumulative impact analysis, future development projects considered in the analysis include those that would require law enforcement services and fire protection/emergency medical services. Similar to the analysis for project impacts, the cumulative impact analysis assumes that construction and operations of other projects in the immediate vicinity would also be completed in compliance with applicable regulations regarding the provision of public services. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with project implementation in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation


Impact PS-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


Construction


Fire Protection, Emergency Medical Services, and Law Enforcement


Impact PS-2: Construction of the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for fire protection, emergency medical services, or law enforcement. (Less than Significant)	Comment by Whit Manley: GLOBAL COMMENT:
This chapter does no discuss any service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives.  If there are any such standards, they should be cited in the analysis, since the impact analysis turns in part on them. 


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. The number of construction workers present on-site daily would vary, depending on the specific construction activities being performed and the overlap between construction phases. During peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between approximately 330 and 700 construction workers at the project site. The presence of construction workers on-site could result in an incremental, temporary increase in demand for fire protection, emergency medical services, and law enforcement. As described in Section E.3, Population and Housing, in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS), it is expected that a portion of the construction labor needs would be met by residents of San Francisco, who are currently being served by these City services and therefore would not represent an increase in demand for City services. In any case, this incremental, temporary increase in demand for services during construction could be accommodated by the existing fire protection, emergency medical services, and law enforcement services and would not require construction of new or physically altered facilities to maintain services. Therefore, maintaining acceptable fire protection, emergency medical services, and law enforcement during construction of the proposed project would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact PS-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential construction-related impacts to fire protection, emergency medical, or law enforcement services. However, because project impacts would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the FSEIR.


_________________________


Operation


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services


Impact PS-3: Operation of the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for fire protection or emergency medical services. (Less than Significant)


An increase in population at the project site and vicinity, including patrons attending games and other events, customers frequenting proposed retail uses and restaurants; event center, office and retail employees; and visitors to the proposed public plazas would result in periodic increases in demand for fire protection and emergency medical services compared to existing conditions. Because the project does not include any residential uses, there would be no permanent increase in population at the project site. However, aAs discussed below, these periodic increases in demand for fire protection and emergency medical services would not require construction of new or physically altered fire protection or emergency medical facilities. 


The population increases associated with the project would be minimal in comparison to the population served by the existing fire stations in the project area. The increase in calls for fire protection and medical emergency response would not be substantial in light of the existing demand and capacity for fire protection and emergency medical services in the City. The project site is located in an existing urban area and would not extend demand of the SFFD beyond the current limits of its service capabilities. The proposed development would neither adversely affect SFFD service standards nor require an increase in SFFD staff that would require the construction of new fire protection facilities.[footnoteRef:9]	Comment by Whit Manley: This is a bit conclusory. Is there any quantitative data or facts to back this up? Are there any specific service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives that can be described here?  

Here, and elsewhere, make sure the record contains a memo to the file memorializing the conversation with the SFPD representative. [9:  	Communications with Assistant Deputy Chief Ken Lombardi, San Francisco Fire Department, January 11, 2015 and January 21, 2015.] 



As discussed above in the Setting, the newly-operational Fire Station 4 operates within the Public Safety Building, approximately one-third mile north of the project site; this fire house would serve as a first responder to fire and emergency medical incidences at the project site. In addition, there are several other existing fire stations (e.g., Fire Stations No. 8, 25 and 29) located within the project site vicinity that would provide supplemental fire protection and emergency medical response personnel and equipment at the project site, if needed.[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  	Ibid.] 



A high pressure AWSS water line currently extends along Third Street adjacent to the project site that would serve the proposed project. There are no AWSS deficiencies in the project area, and if needed, existing emergency saltwater pump stations and/or the SFFD fire boats could provide a supplemental source for emergency water for the AWSS.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  	Ibid.] 



As part of project operations for games and large events at the event center, the Warriors or other event sponsors would provide on-site medical services, including a first aid station and on-site medical personnel to provide first aid to game/event patrons or employees that may require medical assistance, which would further reduce potential effects on general emergency medical response providers.


The proposed development would be designed to comply with the most up-to-date building and fire codes and include state-of-the-art fire safety measures and equipment, including but not limited to, use of fire retardant building materials, inclusion of emergency water infrastructure (fire hydrants and sprinkler systems), installation of smoke detectors and fire extinguishers, emergency response notification systems, and provision of adequate emergency access ways within the project site for emergency vehicles. Project fire safety plans would be subject to review and approval by the SFFD.


Furthermore, as part of the project, a proposed command center at the event center would be used prior to, during, and after games/events by the SFFD, SFPD, SFMTA, and/or the project’s private security and emergency medical staff to coordinate incident response, facilitate communication and surveillance, implement the transportation management plan (TMP), and deploy parking control officers (PCOs). 


The periodic increase in demand for fire protection services discussed above would not require construction of new or physically altered fire protection facilities. The existing SFFD fire stations in the project vicinity (including the newly-operational Fire Station 4, located one-third mile north of the site), in combination with the proposed provision for on-site emergency medical staff for games/events, and provision of on-site fire prevention/protection measures, equipment and facilities at the project site, are currently adequate to meet the increases in demand for fire protection and emergency medical response services associated with the proposed project. No additional new or physically altered facilities would be necessary. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to the construction of new or physically altered fire protection facilities beyond those associated with the fire prevention measures incorporated into the proposed project.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: What measures is this referring to specifically?   Fire Code requirements for such structures?


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact PS-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would potentially result in a significant increase in demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment would be required in the Mission Bay South plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. The City’s Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets, which includes SFFD Fire Station 4 became operational in April 2015, and consequently, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures M.6a and M.6b have been implemented and are not longer applicable to the proposed project.


Therefore, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Law Enforcement Services


Impact PS-4: Operation of the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for law enforcement services. (Less than Significant)


An increase in population at the project site and vicinity, including patrons attending games and events, customers frequenting proposed retail uses and restaurants, event center, office and retail employees, and visitors to the proposed public plazas would result in a periodic increase in demand for law enforcement services. Because the project does not include any residential uses, there would be no permanent increase in population at the project site. However, tThese periodic increases in demand for law enforcement services would not require construction of new or physically altered law enforcement facilities. 


During non-event periods at the project site, the proposed project would require typical SFPD police protection services, which are expected to be similar to those services currently being provided to other mixed-use developments in the City. As discussed above, the newly-operational SFPD headquarters and Southern District police station are based in the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay, approximately one-third mile north of the project site. In addition, the event center, office and retail uses would provide their own on-site private security personnel and install proper security equipment (e.g., security nightlighting, CCTV system for video surveillance, and security gates/locks) similar to other mixed use developments in the City. The event center would also provide an on-site command center for on-site security personnel to monitor access to the site and provide communications resources seven days a week, 24 hours a day. 


However, when games and other large capacity events would occur at the event center, an increased level of SFPD police protection personnel would be required on- and/or off-site for patrolling and responding to potential incidences associated with the temporary increases in visitors. The SFPD anticipates that for games/events at the proposed event center, typical police responses would be associated with actions such as citations, ejections of fans from the arena and arrests, public intoxication, thefts from vehicles, and low-level assaults.[footnoteRef:12] The temporary increases in project-related visitors within the immediate vicinity of the adjacent UCSF Mission Bay campus could also result in periodic incidences requiring response from the UCSF Police Department. [12:  	San Francisco Police Department, communications with Captain Michael Redmond, Commanding Officer, Southern District Station, January 5, 2015, January 6, 2015 and January 15, 2015.] 



As discussed in the Setting, the SFPD routinely provides increased police protection for sports games (e.g., SF Giants baseball home games at AT&T Park) and other events in the City, and assigns and dedicates additional SFPD personnel specifically for these games/events. Accordingly, the SFPD would increase local staffing for the games/events at event center, as needed. The level of SFPD personnel required on- and/or off-site for games/events would be determined in advance of the game/event by the SFPD’s Event Commander in coordination with the Warriors and/or event sponsor and would be specified in event security/operations plans.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  	Ibid.] 



During games and events at the event center, the Warriors and/or event sponsor would also provide increased private security to assist in on-site crowd management and public safety during events, and would use traffic control personnel to assist in implementing the TMP to facilitate safe movement of, and minimize potential conflicts among pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles.


Furthermore, as part of the project, space within the event center would be provided for SFPD personnel to use during games/events for police administrative and operational functions, and could include police-related facilities typically included at sports arenas such as temporary detaining detention facilities. In addition, as discussed in Impact PS-3, above, a separate proposed command center at the event center would be used prior to, during, and after games/events by the SFPD, SFFD, SFMTA and/or the project’s private security and emergency medical personnel to coordinate incident response, facilitate communication and surveillance, and implement the TMP and PCOs. Consequently, adequate police protection services and facilities would be available and provided for the games/events at the project site, and such services would not detract from other SFPD police operations within the City.[footnoteRef:14] See cumulative impacts below regarding impacts on SFPD personnel during concurrent events at the project site and AT&T Park. [14:  	Ibid.] 



The periodic increase in demand for law enforcement services discussed above would not require construction of new or physically altered police stations. The existing police protection facilities in the project site vicinity, including the newly-operational Southern District police station located one-third mile north of the site, in combination with proposed event security/operations plans, and provision of on-site security facilities and personnel for the project, are currently adequate to meet the increase in demand for service associated with the proposed project. No new or physically altered facilities would be necessary. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to the construction of new or physically altered police protection facilities.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact PS-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel, although not significantly. However, tThe Mission Bay FSEIR also concluded that a new police station proposed under the Mission Bay plan would increase community involvement and lower crime rates in the Mission Bay plan area and ensure impacts to police protection services would be less than significant. Consistent with the Mission Bay plan, the City’s Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets, which includes new SFPD headquarters and Southern Station, became operational in April 2015. 


Therefore, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-PS-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


Impact C-PS-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of the potential cumulative impacts of the proposed project related to public services includes the areas served by the fire and police stations and other facilities of the federal, state, and local government agencies that provide fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services in the project area. 


As stated above, the proposed project would increase demand for fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services. The project could have a significant cumulative impact if (1) this increase in demand would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to the public service demands of other past, present, and future projects described in Section 5.1 in this SEIR that, in combination, would require the construction of new or physically altered governmental facilities (i.e., fire or police stations); and (2) the construction of such facilities would have a significant adverse impact on the environment.


[bookmark: _GoBack]Neither the SFPD nor SFFD have identified a citywide service gap. Therefore, the increased need for law enforcement or fire protection services resulting from the proposed project and reasonably foreseeable projects would not be above levels anticipated by the SFFD or SFPD. With respect to the potential need for SFPD police protection for multiple special events that may occur concurrently within the City (e.g., a game or event at the project site in combination with a SF Giants baseball home game at AT&T Park), the SFPD indicates that separate security/operations plans and dedicated SFPD personnel would be used concurrently for each individual event.[footnoteRef:15] When considering that dedicated SFPD staff, in combination with each event sponsors’ private security and public safety staff, would be available to serve the respective events, no delays in response times would be expected to occur for the individual events or for service in the City as a whole. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: As noted above, it would be helpful to identify any quantifiable standards or objective measures to assess levels of service and then explain why there will not be a service gap with the increased demand.     [15:  	Ibid.] 



Given these factors, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-PS-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR did not contain an analysis of cumulative impacts on fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services per se, although as a program EIR, the FSEIR analyzed the fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services impact of the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plans as a whole, covering development throughout an area over 300 acres in size, which is essentially a cumulative analysis. 


As described above, with completion of the City's Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets, public services impacts of the Mission Bay Plan previously identified in the FSEIR have now been reduced to less than significant. Consequently, the cumulative impacts for the Plan area are now less than significant. Therefore, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.
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Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
 


·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this


section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:39:48 AM


Attached:
- CORRECTED corrected variant site plan (note the new label for gatehouse height**)
- Variant west elevation


**Paul, we're using the max. height of the gatehouse's sloping roof for both CEQA site plans (proposed
Project and Variant). Our concurrent submittal of design documentation to OCII measures avg. height
according to the D4D (vs. taking a conservative max) and therefore lists different gatehouse heights. To
prevent any confusion between the documents, we suggest you insert an explanatory footnote to
address the difference in methodologies.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 7:54 AM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; 'Clarke Miller'
Cc: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)';
'Murphy, Mary G.'; 'Joyce'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


See attached for corrected variant site plan. Elevation forthcoming.
Kate


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:06 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.
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Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project
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d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.


2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.


4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:
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a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).


3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108


415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>
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To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,


Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels


2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.
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Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);


Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:30:37 PM


Hi all,
We’d like to schedule a call ASAP to discuss where we’re at on the variant and on the new wind data
for both the project and the variant. We also need to discuss the schedule for reviewing and
certifying the admin record per the AB900 requirements.
 
Please let me know if you’re available at 9:00 tomorrow morning.
Thanks
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:
 


1.        Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number
of other changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan
(i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event
center does not extend as far south as the proposed project


b.       For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend
slightly further out towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light
blue (e.g., the atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass
covering.  Are these areas different than what you are proposing for the
proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.       For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains
different features compared to the proposed project
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e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2
feet higher) than the gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate
the square footage in size of the gatehouse for Variant vs. the proposed
project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be
paved.  So to confirm, will there be any subsurface infrastructure to
accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location, or to be converted
to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from
the Main Lower Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.       Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the
Variant are identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1). 


3.       Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.       Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in
the EIR Project Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000
From:Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com) <kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett
(CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com) <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine
Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org) <Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,
 
Here is a link
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(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested


for the site plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon
for the two scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara
variant. I’m told that the results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site
wind exceedance drops below the existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we
should discuss whether the results from the base project with mitigations are intended
to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The
charts will cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with
wind screens, canopies, etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward
them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the
vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
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Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I
have a call with them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early
results. I’ll pass along an update as soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind
data ASAP. As of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the
schedule I sent last week. If ESA receives the needed information by COB tomorrow,
they will complete the variant chapter for review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that
will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Paul


Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil; Clarke


Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40:04 PM
Attachments: image002.png


All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
 


·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this


section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Paul


Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil; Clarke


Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50:13 PM
Attachments: image004.png


image002.png


Please see additional comments at links below.
 


·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)


 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently
broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
 


·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this
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section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM);


Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 5:21:31 PM
Attachments: image001.png


5-09_Hydrology_GSW MB ADSEIR2 with GSW team comments.docx
5-03_Noise_GSW MB ADSEIR2_GSW comments.docx
5-07_Utilities_GSW MB ADSEIR2 (RMM + NS Comments) (00298308-2xB0A85).docx
5-08_Public Services_GSW MB ADSEIR2 (RMM Comments) (00298309-2xB0A85).docx


Four additional chapters with collective comments from the GSW team are attached.
·         Hydrology
·         Noise
·         Utilities
·         Public Services


 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri,
Neil; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
Please see additional comments at links below.


 
·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)


 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently
broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
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5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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5.9 Hydrology and Water Quality


[bookmark: _GoBack]Hydrology and Water Quality


Introduction


This section describes the potential effects of the project on the existing hydrology and water quality in the project area, with a focus on operational impacts associated with changes in stormwater and wastewater flows. The potential for flooding as a result of sea level rise is also addressed.


The impact evaluation in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, pp. 86 through 98) explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on hydrology and water quality with respect to depletion of groundwater and interference with groundwater recharge; alteration of drainage patterns; degradation of water quality; placement of housing within a 100year flood zone; placement of structures within a 100-year flood zone; flooding as a result of failure of a levee or dam; and inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.


Project effects on the capacity of wastewater and stormwater systems, which are related to water hydrology and water quality impacts, are addressed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, of this SEIR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis


Hydrology and water quality setting information and impact analyses were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Hydrology/Water Quality and Community Services/Utilities sections as well as in the Mission Bay Initial Study Water and Geology/Topography sections. Those sections of the Mission Bay FSEIR discuss and analyze a preliminary approach to managing stormwater and wastewater in the Mission Bay South area. However, the approach that was ultimately adopted and implemented was described and analyzed as a "mitigation approach" in the Mission Bay FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (FSEIR Volume III). Information from these sections relevant to the analysis of hydrology and water quality impacts is summarized below.


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


Mission Bay Plan Stormwater Drainage Setting


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology/Water Quality setting section characterized existing drainage patterns and municipal sewer treatment facilities serving the Mission Bay Plan area at the time of FSEIR publication. As presented in that description, the Mission Bay Plan area was located in the City’s Bayside drainage basin, in which combined stormwater and sanitary sewage are were collected in the same set of pipes, conveyed to and treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) near Islais Creek, and treated wastewater iswasisis then discharged to the Bay in a deep water outfall at Pier 80. At that time, the Mission Bay Plan area was located in four sub-basins, with the project site draining to two of the sub-basins. The north and east portions of the Blocks 29-32 site drained to the Bay sub-basin, in which stormwater drained directly to the Bay, and the balance of Blocks 29-32 drained to the Mariposa sub-basin of the Bayside drainage basin of the combined sewer system. Stormwater collected in the Mariposa sub-basin was directed to the Mariposa pump station, and from there, to the SEWPCP. 


As reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the annual average dry weather flows at the SEWPCP at that time were estimated at 67 million gallons per day (mgd). During wet weather, the SEWPCP could treat up to 150 mgd to a secondary level, and an additional 100 mgd to a primary level.[footnoteRef:2] In addition, up to an additional 150 mgd of wet weather flows received primary treatment at the North Point Water Pollution Control Plant, increasing total wet weather treatment capacity for the Bayside drainage basin to 400 mgd. As also reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, if rainfall resulted in total combined wastewater and stormwater flows exceeding the total capacity of the SEWPCP, the North Point facility, and storage/transport facilities, then excess flows are directed to combined sewer discharge (CSD) structures located along the City’s bayside. These flows receive flow-through treatment (similar to primary treatment) and are discharged to the Bay in compliance with the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). [2:  	Secondary treatment is the treatment of wastewater or sewage involving removal of organic matter using biological and chemical processes. This is a higher level of treatment than primary treatment, which is removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as screening and sedimentation.] 



Mission Bay Plan Flooding Setting


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Water section summarized relevant information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR regarding the issue of potential flooding. The 1990 Mission Bay FEIR indicated that the elevation of the Mission Bay Plan area ranged from approximately +6 to -2 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:3], or 17 to 9 feet based on the 1988 North American Vertical Datum (NAVD88). Groundwater in the Mission Bay Plan area was reported at 3.5 to 9 feet below ground surface, and contiguous with the mean sea level in the adjacent Bay. As referenced in the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study, the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR determined that proposed structures or roadways in Mission Bay placed at elevations at or below 2 feet SFD (9 feet NAVD88), after settling on the site, could be subject to tidal flooding during the 100-year flood event, and that if sea levels were to rise, groundwater levels in Mission Bay could also rise.  [3:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the 1988 North American Vertical Datum.] 



Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


During the Draft SEIR phase of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the document originally analyzed an approach to managing stormwater and wastewater in the Plan area, but this approach was augmented and revised during the Responses to Comments phase. The original approach included reconfiguring the Central and Mariposa sub-basins of the combined sewer system, constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, and continuing to use the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system for the collection of both wastewater and stormwater. This approach was revised with the inclusion of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 which required design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the City's combined sewer system do not contribute to combined sewer discharges. This mitigation approach is described in Section 5.9.2.3, below. The revised approach, which was ultimately adopted and implemented, involved constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the Mariposa sub-basin as well as directing all stormwater flows in both basins to the separate stormwater systems.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Please see our comments on the Utilities and Service Systems section. It is hard to tell what was originally proposed compared to what was finally adopted.  Also the significance of the “original approach” (which was not adopted) in this analysis is not clear.  The discussion should focus on the analysis in the Final SEIR and the mitigation approach that was actually adopted.  Please consider this a global comment.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: GLOBAL COMMENT:
Consider adding greater detail regarding how the separate stormwater system works.  Below it states that “all stormwater would be diverted to the separate stormwater system.” But the analysis below goes back and forth discussing stormwater discharges to the separate system and stormwater discharges to the combined system. It is not clear what will actually occur.    

Also, the discussion is inconsistent regarding whether the separate system is planned or whether it has already been implemented.  Please clarify.  I believe the accurate description would be that the system is currently under construction and anticipated to be completed in 2015, prior to construction and operation of the proposed project.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Stormwater Drainage


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality impacts section described the proposed Mission Bay Plan’s original drainage plan, which included reconfiguring the drainage basins of the combined sewer, as shown on Figure 5.7-1 in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems. The reconfiguration included a proposed new separate stormwater system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin. Under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, stormwater that occurred within the Bay sub-basin (which included the north and east portions of Blocks 29-32 under 1998 conditions) would drain into the new separate stormwater infrastructure and no longer directly to the Bay. As described in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section, this separate storm drainage system originally proposed within the reconfigured Central sub-basin would divert an initial portion of the stormwater flow (approximately 80 percent of the average annual flow) to the City’s combined system for treatment. Stormwater volumes greater than the initial flows and up to a 5-year storm would be discharged directly to four new storm outfalls (two to the China Basin Channel/Mission Creek and two to the Bay). Volumes greater than a 5-year event would pond or would flow overland. The reconfigured Central sub-basin of the combined sewer system would convey wastewater from this basin to the SEWPCP for treatment. The original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach also proposed a reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin (which would include the southern portion of Blocks 29-32), that would convey both wastewater and stormwater in the City’s combined sewer system.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section indicated that implementation of the Mission Bay Plan would contribute pollutants to the Bay through: (1) the discharge to municipal wastewater effluent from the SEWPCP; (2) the discharge of treated combined sewer overflows (CSOs) (these events are now referred to as combined sewer discharges or CSDs); and (3) the discharge of untreated stormwater. As described below, the Mission Bay FSEIR found that these water quality impacts would be less than significant. As also discussed below, the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4 to address cumulative effects related to an increase in CSDs and water quality effects of untreated stormwater discharges.


Mission Bay Plan Effects onfof Volume and Quality of Municipal Wastewater Effluent


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach the Mission Bay Plan would generate municipal wastewater and increase the total effluent discharged from the SEWPCP to the Bay by about 3 percent, and result in an approximate 3 percent increase in the pollutant loading to the Bay from the City's municipal wastewater effluent discharges. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that for the most part, the quality of municipal wastewater from the Mission Bay Plan area would not differ substantially from the quality of other City wastewater conveyed to the SEWPCP, and would not materially change the concentrations of pollutants in the effluent. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the effluent increases would be well within the City’s treatment plant capacity, and would not cause a violation of the City’s NPDES permit requirements for its discharge from the SEWPCP. The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that the pollutant concentrations in the treated wastewater would be within water quality screening values, including water quality objectives adopted by the RWQCB. 


However, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) and some commercial or industrial operations could involve the discharge of some pollutants not typically associated with most other San Francisco wastewater, and these sources could potentially discharge chemicals, radioactive materials, and biohazardous materials to the SEWPCP. If improperly handled, these discharges could potentially result in a violation of the NDPES permit. The FSEIR identified Mitigation Measure K.2 in the Hydrology and Water Quality section, which required facilities with these discharges to install sampling ports to facilitate demonstration of compliance with discharge limitations. Implementation of this measure would reduce impacts related to municipal wastewater effluent to less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Combined Sewer Discharges


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, the Mission Bay Plan would increase the average annual volume of CSDs (formerly referred to as combined sewer overflows, or CSOs) by approximately 0.2 percent, and increase the duration of each overflow event by a few minutes. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay Plan would not change the concentrations of pollutants in the treated CSDs. In addition, this slight increase in CSD volumes and duration would not cause a violation of the City’s NPDES permit requirements for the CSDs, and thus, would not adversely affect existing near-shore aquatic biota or water-contact recreation in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay Plan effects of CSDs on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Direct Stormwater Discharge


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, the Mission Bay Plan would increase the volume of stormwater directly discharged from the Plan area to the Bay by approximately 2 percent and would also change the concentration of pollutants in the stormwater discharge due to the intensification of land uses proposed in the Mission Bay Plan. However, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that any potential increase in pollutants from stormwater discharges would be very small relative to those associated with municipal wastewater and treated CSDs. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that this increase in volumes and change in pollutant concentrations would not adversely affect existing aquatic biota in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay Plan effects of direct stormwater discharge on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Sediment Quality


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the RWQCB identified China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) and Islais Creek as candidate toxic hot spots for sediment quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, the Mission Bay Plan would increase the volume of CSDs from the combined sewer system to Islais Creek as well as the volume of direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that increased discharges would cause a corresponding increase in sediment deposition at these locations. However, the discharges would not measurably change the physical or chemical composition of the sediment layer, nor affect any determination by the RWQCB to designate China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) or Islais Creek as toxic hot spots. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay Plan effects on sediment quality in Islais Creek and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Water Contact Recreation


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach the Mission Bay Plan would increase CSDs from both the Mariposa and Islais Creek sub-basins of the City’s combined sewer system, which could affect water quality as well as the use of these areas for water contact recreation. However, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that water contact recreation occurs infrequently on the Bayside, and there would be no impact related to water contact recreation.


Mission Bay Plan Contribution to Cumulative Effects


The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that there were no significant cumulative impacts identified from the estimated increased volume and pollutant load of treated municipal wastewater effluent, treated CSDs, and direct stormwater discharges, because there would not be substantial degradation in water quality of the Bay or near-shore waters, no toxic effect on aquatic biota, and no substantial change in sediment quality or beneficial uses.


However, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that due to the lack of conclusive evidence refuting a causal relationship between treated CSDs, stormwater discharges, and sediment quality, the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on water quality of near-shore waters of the Bay from multiple sources of CSDs and direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the estimated Plan contribution (0.2 percent) to the potential cumulative increase (11 percent) in Bayside CSD volumes, and the contribution of Plan-related stormwater discharges to possible cumulative impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4 regarding CSD volumes and alternative treatment technologies for treatment of direct stormwater discharges (described below).


Mission Bay Plan Phased Development Effects on Water Quality from Stormwater


The Mission Bay FSEIR discussed U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Phase II stormwater regulations that had been proposed but not finalized at the time of publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR. These proposed regulations would require the City to develop and implement a stormwater management program to reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater to the maximum extent practicable and to protect water quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the absence of adopted regulatory requirements for a stormwater management program that addressed Mission Bay stormwater quality, and a failure to implement other best management practices (BMPs) to minimize stormwater pollution, could potentially conflict with the intent of the proposed stormwater permit requirements and result in a significant impact.


Mitigation Measure M.5 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section (see Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems) required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay drainage basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. Mitigation Measure K.5 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section identified implementation of an individual stormwater management program that utilizes BMPs for Mission Bay until the Phase II regulations become final and Mission Bay is included in the City’s stormwater management program. Implementation of this measure would reduce impacts to less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Flooding


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study included Mitigation Measures K.6a through K.6f, adapted from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR that required structures in the Mission Bay area to be designed and located in a way to protect low-lying shoreline areas from the dangers of tidal flooding, including consideration of a rise in relative sea level. The mitigation specified that to address effects of sea level rise, specific flood protection and engineering and building analyses must be conducted by a licensed engineer where structures are proposed below an elevation of 1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88). Potential measures identified by the mitigation included setback from the water’s edge, installation of seawalls, dikes and/or berms during construction of infrastructure; reducing the amount of excavation for utilities or basements; and use of topsoil to raise the level of public open spaces. With implementation of this mitigation, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Plan's effects related to flooding and sea level rise would be less than significant. 


FSEIR Mitigation Approach


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on the quality of near-shore waters of the Bay as a result of combined sewer discharges and direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). The Plan’s contribution to this cumulative impact would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4 requiring the master developer and the City to design and construct sewer improvements and implement alternative technologies to avoid increases in CSD volumes and to reduce settleable solids and floatable materials in stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). As written in the FSEIR, Measure K.3 applies to the entire project area and Measure K.4 applies only to the planned separate stormwater system that would discharge stormwater flows directly to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) and the Bay. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253) identified Mitigation Scenario B, which included separating the stormwater collection system and sanitary sewer in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin as well as in the reconfigured Central sub-basin. All stormwater runoff from Mission Bay South would flow to one of five pump stations (shown on Figure 5.7-2, see Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems) via gravity and would be pumped to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) or the Bay after vortex treatment to reduce the total settleable solid concentrations in the runoff. Other methods identified to reduce particulate matter in the stormwater discharges included street sweeping to remove particulates from streets and parking lots. Under this mitigation approach, the separate stormwater systems would no longer divert 80 percent of the initial stormwater flows to the combined sewer system, but instead, all stormwater from the Mission Bay South area would be directed to a separate stormwater system and discharged directly to the Bay. The master developer ultimately adopted and is currently implementing Mitigation Scenario B, as described in the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


The FSEIR estimated that by diverting all stormwater runoff from the combined sewer system, implementation of Mitigation Scenario B would increase direct stormwater discharges from Mission Bay South to the Bay by 107.2 million gallons per year. Because none of the stormwater from Mission Bay South would be discharged to the combined sewer system, this mitigation approach would reduce the total Bayside CSD volume by 33 million gallons per year relative to baseline conditions at the time of Mission Bay FSEIR publication. Implementation of this mitigation approach satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4.


Setting


Combined Sewer System


The Bayside drainage basin covering the east side of San Francisco consists of three distinct regulatory receiving water CSD basins and their watershed associations: North Shore (North Shore watershed), Central (Channel watershed in its entirety and a portion of Islais Creek watershed), and South (remainder of the Islais Creek Watershed and the entirety of Yosemite and Sunnydale watersheds), as shown on Figure 5.9-1. As also described in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the SEWPCP continues to treat up to 150 mgd of wastewater from each of these CSD basins to a secondary level.[footnoteRef:4] During dry weather, wastewater flows consist mainly of municipal and industrial sanitary sewage, and the annual average wastewater flow during dry weather is 60 mgd[footnoteRef:5] (reduced by 7 mgd from the 67 mgd reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998). The average dry weather design flow capacity of the SEWPCP is 84.5 mgd; therefore the existing flows are about 71 percent of the treatment capacity, and all dry weather wastewater flow is  [4:  	Secondary treatment is the treatment of wastewater or sewage involving removal of organic matter using biological and chemical processes. This is a higher level of treatment than primary treatment, which is removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as screening and sedimentation. Secondary treatment is less intensive than tertiary treatment, in which additional chemical and biological treatment processes are used to remove additional compounds that may be required for discharge or reuse purposes.]  [5:  	San Francisco Water Power Sewer, San Francisco’s Wastewater Treatment Facilities. June, 2014.] 



Insert Figure 5.9-1



treated to a secondary level at the SEWPCP. The treated wastewater is then discharged to the Bay through the deep water outfall at Pier 80, located immediately to the north of the Islais Creek Channel in compliance with the current NPDES permit. 


During wet weather (generally October through April), the combined sewer system collects large volumes of stormwater runoff in addition to municipal and industrial sanitary sewage, and the combined wastewater and stormwater flow is conveyed to treatment facilities, including the SEWPCP and North Point Wet Weather Facility, before eventual discharge to the Bay. The combined flows that exceed the total 400 mgd capacity of the SEWPCP and the North Point Wet Weather Facility and the 125-million-gallon storage capacity of the transport and storage structures receive the equivalent of primary treatment in the structures; excess flows are directed to CSD structures located along the shoreline in compliance with the City's NPDES permit issued by the RWQCB.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Wouldn’t the separate stormwater system that is currently being implemented collect the stormwater? Or is that not the case during wet weather?  Please clarify. Below it states that “all stormwater would be diverted to the separate stormwater system.” See similar Global Comment above.  


The CSD structure for the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin discharges to the Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay[footnoteRef:6] at Mariposa Street when the 11.2 mgd wet weather capacity of the Mariposa pump station and 0.7 million gallon capacity of the Mariposa storage and transport box is exceeded (see Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, for a description of these facilities). The Mariposa sub-basin is designed for a long-term average of 10 CSDs per year.[footnoteRef:7] Although the system was designed and constructed based on meeting this long-term average, it is understood that some years are wetter than others. Therefore, the NPDES permit allows the 10-discharge annual average to be exceeded in any particular year as long as the long-term average is maintained at the appropriate level. Historically, the Mariposa sub-basin has exceeded an average of 10 overflows per year.[footnoteRef:8] [6:  	This basin is a surface water body that is an inlet of Lower San Francisco Bay, and is not the same as the Central sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system where the northern portion of the project site is located.]  [7:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 500, Technical Memorandum No. 509, Combined Sewer Discharges, Final Draft. December, 2010.]  [8:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 600, Technical Memorandum No. 603, Collection System Configurations Analysis and Impact on Combined Sewer Discharge, Final Draft. December, 2010.] 



The CSDs from the reconfigured Central sub-basin in the project vicinity are discharged to Mission Creek via six discharge structures when flows at the Channel Pump Station exceed 80 mgd, or when total flows to the SEWPCP from the Channel and Bruce Flynn Pump Stations and SEWPCP lift station exceed 250 mgd. The facilities in this basin are also designed for a long-term average of 10 overflows per year, and the basin has historically reported an average of 10 overflows per year.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 600, Technical Memorandum No. 603, Collection System Configurations Analysis and Impact on Combined Sewer Discharge, Final Draft. December, 2010.] 



Flooding


Some low lying areas along San Francisco’s Bay shoreline are subject to flooding during periods of extreme high tides, storm surge and waves, although these occurrences are relatively rare in San Francisco compared to areas prone to hurricanes or other major coastal storms or to developed areas near or below sea level. In 2008, the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) adopted interim flood maps depicting the 100-year flood zone along the City’s Bay shoreline; the identified flood zones in the project area are shown on Figure 5.9-2. The 100-year flood zone represents areas that are subject to flooding once every 100 years on average or that have a 1percent chance of flooding in any single year. Flooding in these areas has the potential to damage buildings and infrastructure. Due to the continuing development of Mission Bay, some of the areas identified as being subject to flooding may no longer be flood prone when grading is completed to raise building sites above the 100-year floodplain.


As shown on Figure 5.9-2, the project site is not located within a currently identified 100-year flood zone based on the City’s interim floodplain maps. Therefore, this section discusses the factors contributing to coastal flooding and the potential for increased flooding in the future as a result of sea level rise. 


Factors Contributing to Coastal Flooding


Coastal areas are vulnerable to periodic flooding due to storm surge, extreme tides, and waves. Rising sea level due to climate change has the potential to increase the frequency, severity, and extent of flooding in coastal areas. These factors are described below.


Storm Surge. Storm surge occurs when persistent high winds and changes in air pressure push water towards the shore, which can raise the water level near the shoreline by several feet and may persist for several days. Along San Francisco’s bay shoreline, storm surge typically raises the surface water elevation 2 to 3 feet during major winter storms several times a year. Extreme high tides in combination with storm surge can cause inundation of low-lying roads, boardwalks, and promenades; can exacerbate coastal flooding; and can interfere with stormwater and sewer outfalls. 


The degree of storm surge depends on the severity of the storm as well as tidal levels at the time of the storm and is characterized using a return period which represents the expected frequency of a storm event occurring based on historical information. One-year storm surge is expected to occur each year while 100-year storm surge (which represents more extreme conditions) has a one percent chance of occurring in any year.


Tides. Diurnal (twice daily) high tides along San Francisco’s bay shoreline typically range from approximately 5 to 7 feet (NAVD88), though annual maximum tides may exceed 7 feet. The twice yearly extreme high and low tides are called “king tides.” These occur each year during the winter and summer when the earth, moon and sun are aligned, and may be amplified by winter weather. King tides and other high tides can result in temporary inundation of low-lying roads, boardwalks, and waterfront promenades. The Embarcadero waterfront (Pier 14) and the Marina area in San Francisco experience inundation under current king tide conditions.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  	San Francisco Water Power Sewer. Climate Stressors and Impact: Bayside Sea Level Rise Mapping, Final Technical Memorandum. June 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 
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Waves. Waves and wave run-up primarily affect a narrow band along the shoreline where wave energy can damage structures and overtop both natural embankments and shoreline protection structures such as seawalls and levees. The influence of waves diminishes inland as wave energy dissipates. In addition, the Pacific Ocean waves which are generally larger than those originating in the Bay are substantially dampened along the Bay shoreline due to transformation processes within San Francisco Bay.


Sea Level Rise. Seas are rising globally due to climate change, and they are expected to continue to rise at an accelerating rate for the foreseeable future. The sea level at the San Francisco tidal gauge has risen 8 inches over the past century. 


The National Research Council’s (NRC) 2012 report, Sea Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, and Future (the NRC Report) provides a scientific review of sea level rise for the West Coast and provides the most recent regional sea level rise predictions for 2030, 2050, and 2100, relative to the year 2000 sea level.[footnoteRef:11] In this report, the NRC projects that sea levels in the San Francisco Bay area will rise 11 inches by 2050 and 36 inches by 2100 as presented in Table 5.9-1. As presented in the NRC Report, these sea level rise projections represent likely sea level rise values based on the current understanding of global climate change and assuming a moderate level of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions[footnoteRef:12] and extrapolation of continued accelerating land ice melt patterns, plus or minus one standard deviation.[footnoteRef:13] [11:  	National Research Council, Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, and Future. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press, 2012. Available on the internet at: http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=13389. Accessed on October 1, 2014.]  [12:  	Future emissions of greenhouse gases depend on a collection of human decisions at local, regional, national, and international levels as well as potential unknown technological developments. For this reason, future changes in greenhouse gas emissions cannot be accurately estimated, and a range of emissions levels is considered in the NRC Report. Estimates of sea level rise relative to thermal expansion of the oceans were formulated using the mid-level, or moderate level, of predicted changes in greenhouse gas emissions (from a combination of fossil and non-fossil fuels), as well as an assumption of high economic growth; this represents scenario “A1B” as described by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).]  [13:  	One standard deviation roughly corresponds to a 15 percent/85 percent confidence interval, meaning that there is approximately 15 percent chance the value will exceed the high-end projection (8 inches for the 2030 example) and a 15 percent chance the value will be lower than the low-end projection (4 inches in 2030).] 



Table 5.9-1
Sea Level Rise Estimates for 
San Francisco BAY Relative to the Year 2000


			Year


			Projection





			2030


			6 ± 2 inches





			2050


			11 ± 4 inches





			2100


			36 ± 10 inches





			SOURCE: National Research Council, 2012











The estimates represent the permanent increase in Mean Sea Level and the associated average daily high tide conditions (represented by Mean Higher High Water, or MHHW)[footnoteRef:14] that could result from sea level rise; they do not take into account storm surge, extreme tides, or waves, all of which can result in water levels that are temporarily higher than MHHW as discussed above. [14:  	Mean higher high water is the higher of each day’s two high tides averaged over time.] 



In March 2013, the California Ocean Protection Council updated its 2010 statewide sea level rise guidance to adopt the NRC Report as the current, best available science on sea level rise for California.[footnoteRef:15] The California Coastal Commission supports the use of the NRC Report as the best science currently available in its 2013 Draft Sea-Level Rise Policy Guidance, which also emphasizes the importance of regularly updating sea level rise projections as the science continues to advance.[footnoteRef:16] The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) also considers the NRC Report to be the best available science-based prediction of sea level rise for San Francisco Bay. Accordingly, this SEIR considers the NRC Report to be the best science currently available on sea level rise affecting San Francisco for both CEQA and planning purposes. [15:  	State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance Document. Developed by the Coastal and Ocean Working Group of the California Climate Action Team (CO-CAT), with science support provided by the Ocean Protection Council’s Science Advisory Team and the California Ocean Science Trust. March 2013 Update. Available on the internet at http://www.opc.ca.gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/docs/2013_SLR_Guidance_Update_FINAL1.pdf. Accessed on October 1, 2014.]  [16:  	California Coastal Commission Draft Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, Public Review Draft. October 14, 2013. Available on the internet at: http://www.coastal.ca.gov/climate/SLRguidance.html. Accessed on October 1, 2014.] 



Although the NRC Report provides the best available sea level rise projections for San Francisco Bay at this time, scientific uncertainty remains regarding the rate and magnitude of sea level rise. Sea level rise projections beyond 2050 are highly dependent on assumptions regarding future global GHG emissions and future changes in the rate of land ice melting. As a result of the uncertainties inherent in these assumptions, the range of sea level rise predictions becomes substantially broader beyond 2050 (see Table 5.9-1). In recognition of this uncertainty, the State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance recommends an adaptive management approach for development in areas that may be subject to sea level rise beyond 2050.


Sea Level Rise Inundation Mapping


The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), as part of the planning for its Sewer System Improvement Program, has developed a series of maps published in 2014 that represent areas of inundation along both the Bay and Ocean shorelines of San Francisco. These maps use a 1-meter horizontal grid resolution[footnoteRef:17] based on the 2010/2011 California Coastal Mapping Program LiDAR.[footnoteRef:18] The inundation maps leverage data from the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) California Coastal Mapping and Analysis Project, which includes detailed coastal engineering analyses and mapping of the San Francisco Bay shoreline. [17:  	The horizontal grid resolution of a digital elevation model (DEM) defines the scale of the features that are modeled; this is generally the minimum resolution necessary to depict levees, berms, and other topographic features important to diverting floodwaters.]  [18:  	LiDAR (Light Detection and Ranging) is a remote sensing technology that measures distance by illuminating a target with a laser and analyzing the reflected light. LIDAR is commonly used to create high-resolution terrain models, topography data sets, and topographic maps.] 



The SFPUC inundation maps evaluate scenarios that represent the NRC projections of sea level rise in combination with the effects of storm surge. They represent permanent inundation that could occur as a result of total water level rises (over and above year 2000 MHHW) based on daily tidal fluctuations. Each scenario also addresses temporary inundation that could occur from extreme tides and from 1-year, 2-year, 5-year, 25-year, 50-year, and 100-year storm surge. Flooding as a result of storm surge would occur on a temporary basis, during and immediately after a storm event or extreme tide. 


The scenarios used in this SEIR analysis, listed below, are representative of inundation that could occur by the year 2050 and the year 2100, based on the NRC’s projected level of sea level rise and considering a 100-year storm surge:


· MHHW plus 12 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by 2050); 


· MHHW plus 36 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by 2100);


· MHHW plus 52 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by the year 2050 in combination with a 100-year storm surge); and


· MHHW plus 77 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by the year 2100 in combination with a 100-year storm surge).


The SFPUC cautions that its maps represent a “do nothing” scenario, in which no measures are taken to prevent future flooding and no area-wide measures such as waterfront protection structures are constructed. In the event that the City undertakes area-wide measures to protect against inundation in the future, the mapping would need to be revised to reflect the modified inundation areas with construction of these measures. In addition, because the SFPUC sea level rise maps are based on 2010/2011 topographic mapping, they do not account for planned increases in the base elevation of sites within Mission Bay that are provided in the 1998 Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan to prevent future flooding due to sea level rise.


As shown on Figure 5.9-3, the SFPUC inundation maps indicate that the project site would not be inundated with water level rises of 12 inches, which is expected by 2050, even when the effects of 100-year storm surge are considered.[footnoteRef:19] In addition, the project site would not be inundated with 36 inches of water level rise which is expected by 2100. However, when the effects of a 100-year storm surge are considered under this scenario, the site could be flooded to depths of between 2 and 4 feet as shown on Figure 5.9-4.[footnoteRef:20] [19:  	Note that the green zone shown within the project site on Figure 5.9-3 is the open excavation that is not hydrologically connected to flooding zones and would be filled when the site is developed.]  [20:  	Note that greater inundation depths are indicated on Figure 5.9-4 in the area of the open excavation, but this excavation would be filled when the site is developed.] 




Insert Figure 5.9-3



Insert Figure 5.9-4



Planning for Sea Level Rise in San Francisco


The City has convened an inter-agency Climate Adaptation Working Group to identify ways to make sure that it is prepared to adapt to effects of sea level rise. Participating agencies include the Department of the Environment, SFPUC, Planning Department, City Administrator’s office, Port of San Francisco (Port), San Francisco International Airport (SFO), Department of Public Works (DPW), Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA), Department of Public Health, and Department of Recreation and Parks. The working group is focusing its effort on the City’s most imminent adaptation concerns, including sea level rise along Ocean Beach and shores, flooding from storm surge and extreme rain events, an increased likelihood of extreme heat, and decreased fog that supports redwoods and local ecosystems. To address sea level rise and flooding, the working group is focusing on efforts to improve the existing coastal flood protection infrastructure in time to prevent significant flooding impacts from sea level rise. The working group will establish requirements addressing proper flood insurance for structures in low lying areas, flood-resilient construction of new developments within inundation areas, and a low-carbon foot print for new developments. The working group is also assessing the use of natural solutions such as wetlands to protect the shoreline. 


On September 22, 2014, the City’s Capital Planning Committee (CPC) adopted the Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability and Risk to Support Adaptation, which was prepared by an inter-agency committee including the CPC, SFPUC, Port, SFO, DPW, MTA, and the Planning Department.[footnoteRef:21] Accordingly, the City’s capital planning program now requires the preparation of project-level sea level rise vulnerability and risk assessments for all City capital projects with a cost of $5 million or more that are located in areas potentially vulnerable to future flooding due to sea level rise. [21:  	City and County of San Francisco Sea Level Rise Committee, Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability and Risk to Support Adaptation. September 22, 201. Available online at http://onesanfrancisco.org/wp-content/uploads/San%20Francisco%20SLR%20Guidance%20Adopted
%209.22.14%2012182014.pdf, accessed on February 5, 2015. ] 



The SFPUC is addressing sea level rise as part of its Sewer System Improvement Program, and is conducting a detailed analysis of the potential for new and existing combined sewer infrastructure to be affected by sea level rise. [footnoteRef:22] Accordingly, all new facilities will be built using a climate change criterion so the combined sewer system will be better able to respond to rising sea levels. Because rising sea levels and storm surge could potentially inundate the combined sewer system and exacerbate existing flooding from the sewer system, or cause new flooding, the SFPUC is also evaluating alternatives such as the installation of backflow preventers on the combined sewer discharge structures to restrict the intrusion of Bay water into the combined sewer system. [22: 	San Francisco Water Power Sewer. Bayside Drainage Basin Urban Watershed Opportunities, Final Draft Technical Memorandum. July, 2014.] 



Trash in Waterways


Trash is of concern for San Francisco Bay because Lower San Francisco Bay is listed as an impaired water body under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act for trash. Plastic in the marine environment breaks into smaller and smaller pieces and it is eaten—often with fatal consequences—by fish, turtles, birds, and whales.[footnoteRef:23] Aquatic debris threatens sensitive ecosystems and has been documented to kill or harm nearly 700 wildlife species. The debris also interferes with navigation, degrades natural habitats, costs millions of dollars in lost revenue, and is a threat to human health and safety. Most aquatic debris comes from land-based sources including littering, legal and illegal dumping, a lack of or poor waste management practices and recycling capacity, stormwater discharges, animal interference with garbage, and extreme natural events. The growing quantity of single-use plastic packaging contributes substantially to the amount of trash transported to waterways.  [23:  	National Resources Defense Council, NRDC News Brief, Waste in Our Waterways, Unveiling the Hidden Costs to Californians of Litter Clean-Up. August, 2013.] 



Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Clean Water Act – Water Quality


In 1972, the Clean Water Act (CWA) established the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into the waters of the United States and gave the U.S. EPA the authority to implement pollution control programs. The CWA sets water quality standards for contaminants in surface waters. The statute employs a variety of regulatory and non-regulatory tools to reduce direct pollutant discharges into waterways, to finance municipal wastewater treatment facilities, and to manage polluted runoff. The U.S. EPA has delegated responsibility for implementation of portions of the CWA, including water quality control planning and programs in California to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine RWQCBs. Water quality standards applicable to the project are listed in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan), discussed further below under State Regulations.


Section 303(d) and Total Maximum Daily Loads


In accordance with Section 303(d) of the CWA, sStatesstatessStates must present the U.S. EPA with a list of “impaired water bodies,” defined as those water bodies that do not meet water quality standards. The CWA requires the development of total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) to improve water quality of impaired water bodies. Implementation of this program in the project area is conducted by the RWQCB and is discussed below in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations.


Section 402


Section 402 of the CWA authorizes the U.S.EPA to establish a nationwide surface water discharge permit program for municipal and industrial point sources known as the NPDES program. Under Section 402, the San Francisco Bay RWQCB has set standard conditions for each permittee in the Bay Area, including effluent limitation and monitoring programs. Discharges of stormwater and wastewater from the proposed project would be subject to NPDES permits issued to the CCSF that are described in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations, below.


Federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy


In 1994, the U.S. EPA adopted the Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy (CSO Control Policy), which became part of the CWA in December 2000. This policy establishes a consistent national approach for controlling discharges from combined sewers to the nation’s waters. Using the NPDES permit program, the permittee is required to implement the following nine minimum controls that constitute the technology-based requirements of the CWA and can reduce the frequency of CSDs and their effects on receiving water quality:


1. Conduct proper operation and regular maintenance programs for the combined sewer system and CSD outfalls;


2. Maximize the use of the collection system for storage; 


3. Review and modify pretreatment programs to minimize the effect of non-domestic discharges to the collection system;


4. Maximize flow to the SEWPC and North Point Facility for treatment;


5. Prohibit CSDs during dry weather;


6. Control solids and floatable materials in CSDs;


7. Develop and implement a pollution prevention program focused on reducing the effect of CSDs on receiving waters;


8. Notify the public of CSDs; and 


9. Monitor to effectively characterize CSD effects and the efficacy of CSD controls.


The City is currently implementing these controls as required by the CSO Control Policy and has also developed a long-term control plan to optimize operations of the wastewater collection and treatment system and maximize pollutant removal during wet weather. 


Consistent with the CSO Control Policy and the Long-Term Control Plan, the City captures and treats 100 percent of the combined sewage flow collected in the combined sewer system during precipitation events. Captured flows are directed first to the SEWPCP and North Point Facility for primary or secondary treatment. Flows in excess of the capacity of these facilities are diverted to storage and transport boxes constructed around much of the City, and receive the equivalent to primary treatment prior to discharge to San Francisco Bay. The Long-Term Control Plan specifies operational parameters that must be met in each drainage basin before a CSD can occur, and includes the following long-term average annual design goals for CSDs:


· Four CSD events along the North Shore


· Ten CSD events from the Central Basin


· One CSD event along the Southeast Sector


Although the Mariposa sub-basin has historically exceeded the long-term goal of ten CSD events per year as discussed above, the City is currently meeting these long-term average design goals for the overall Bayside drainage basin.


State Regulations


California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act


The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Division 7 of the California Water Code) provides for protection of the quality of waters of the State of California for use and enjoyment by the people of California. The act also establishes provisions for a statewide program for the control of water quality, recognizing that waters of the state are increasingly influenced by interbasin water development projects and other statewide considerations, and that factors such as precipitation, topography, population, recreation, agriculture, industry, and economic development vary regionally within the state. The statewide program for water quality control is therefore administered most effectively on a local level with statewide oversight. Within this framework, the act authorizes the SWRCB and RWQCBs to oversee the coordination and control of water quality within California.


San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan)


San Francisco Bay waters are under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB which established regulatory standards and objectives for water quality in the Bay in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin, commonly referred to as the Basin Plan.[footnoteRef:24] The Basin Plan identifies existing and potential beneficial uses for surface waters and provides numerical and narrative water quality objectives designed to protect those uses. The preparation and adoption of water quality control plans is required by the California Water Code (Section 13240) and supported by the federal CWA. Because beneficial uses, together with their corresponding water quality objectives, can be defined per federal regulations as water quality standards, the Basin Plan is a regulatory reference for meeting the state and federal requirements for water quality control. Adoption or revision of surface water standards is subject to the approval of the U.S. EPA.  [24: 	San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan), June 29, 2013. Available online at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb2/
water_issues/programs/planningtmdls/basinplan/web/docs/BP_all_chapters.pdf. Accessed February 5, 2015. ] 



The proposed project site is located adjacent to Lower San Francisco Bay which extends from approximately the Bay Bridge on the north to the Dumbarton Bridge on the south. The CSD structure for the Mariposa sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system discharges to Central Basin, an inlet of Lower San Francisco Bay along the City's bay shoreline. The CSD structures for the Central sub-basin of the combined sewer system discharge to Mission Creek which ultimately drains to Lower San Francisco Bay. Identified beneficial uses for Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay and Mission Creek include commercial and sport fishing, estuarine habitat, wildlife habitat, water contact recreation, noncontact water recreation, and navigation. Identified beneficial uses for Lower San Francisco Bay include industrial service supply, commercial and sport fishing, shellfish harvesting, estuarine habitat, fish migration, preservation of rare and endangered species, fish spawning, wildlife habitat, water contact recreation, noncontact water recreation, and navigation.


Impaired Water Bodies and Total Maximum Daily Loads


As described above under Section 303(d) of the CWA, sStatesstatessStates must present the U.S. EPA with a list of “impaired water bodies,” defined as those water bodies that do not meet water quality standards. The proposed project is located approximately 230 feet inland from Lower San Francisco Bay. The RWQCB has listed Lower San Francisco Bay as an impaired water body for chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, dioxins, furan compounds, mercury, PCBs, invasive species, and trash.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  	State Water Resources Control Board, 2010 Integrated Report (Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List / 305(b) Report) — Statewide. http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/integrated2010.shtml. Accessed on October 2, 2014.] 



The Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay, where the CSD structure for the Mariposa sub-basin discharges, is listed as an impaired water body for the chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, dioxin compounds, furan compounds, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, polychlorinated biphenyls, mercury, selenium, and invasive species. The sediments of the Central Basin are listed for mercury and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons.


Mission Creek, where the CSD structures for the reconfigured Central sub-basin of the combined sewer system discharge, is listed as an impaired water body for ammonia, hydrogen sulfide, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. The sediment of Mission Creek is listed for chlordane, dieldrin, lead, mercury, PCBs, silver, and zinc.


As required by the CWA, the U.S. EPA requires the development of TMDLs to improve water quality of impaired water bodies. The first step of the TMDL process is development of a TMDL report describing the water quality problem, detailing the pollutant sources, and outlining the solutions. An implementation plan, included in the TMDL report, describes how and when pollution prevention, control, or restoration activities will be accomplished and who will be responsible for these actions. The final step of the TMDL process is adopting and amending the Basin Plan to legally establish the TMDL and to specify regulatory requirements for compliance. As part of a Basin Plan amendment, waste load allocations are specified for entities that have permitted discharges.


TMDLs for polychlorinated biphenyls and mercury in San Francisco Bay have been approved by the U.S. EPA and officially incorporated into the Basin Plan. The RWQCB also adopted the San Francisco Bay Watershed Permit (Order No. R2-2012-0096) which addresses mercury and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in municipal and industrial wastewater discharges.[footnoteRef:26] [26: 	San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Waste Discharge Requirements for Mercury and PCBs from Municipal and Industrial Wastewater Discharges to San Francisco Bay, Order No. R2-2012-0096, NPDES No. CA0038849, adopted December 12, 2012. http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_decisions/
adopted_orders/2012/R2-2012-0096.pdf pdf, accessed on October 2, 2014.] 



NPDES Waste Discharge Regulations


As discussed above in Section 5.9.4.1, Federal Regulations, Section 402 of the federal CWA established the NPDES program to protect water quality of receiving waters. The NPDES program requires all facilities that discharge pollutants into waters of the United States to obtain a permit. The permit provides two levels of control – technology-based limits and water-quality-based limits – to control discharge of pollutants for the protection of water quality. Technology-based limits are based on the ability of dischargers in the same category to treat wastewater, while water quality-based limits are required if technology-based limits are not sufficient to protect the water body. Water quality-based effluent limitations required to meet water quality criteria in the receiving water are based on criteria specified in the National Toxics Rule, the California Toxics Rule, and the Basin Plan. NPDES permits must also incorporate TMDL wasteload allocations when they are developed. In California, the SWRCB and the RWQCBs implement and enforce the NPDES program.


Small MS4 General Stormwater Permit


In 2003, the SWRCB adopted the General Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4s), SWRCB Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ. An updated permit, Order No. 2013-001-DWQ, was adopted by the SWRCB on February 5, 2013 and became effective on July 1, 2013 (the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit). Areas that drain to separate stormwater collection systems in San Francisco are subject to this permit. The Mission Bay FSEIR was published in 1998, prior to passage of the first Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit.


The updated Phase II General MS4 Permit identifies specific BMPs and management measures to be addressed and requires permittees to submit a guidance document to the SWRCB documenting their strategies for complying with permit requirements. The required program includes specific elements related to program management, education and outreach on stormwater impacts, public involvement/participation, illicit discharge detection and elimination, construction site stormwater runoff and control, pollution prevention/good housekeeping for permittee operations, post-construction stormwater management for new development and re-development, water quality monitoring requirements, program effectiveness assessment, and annual reporting. For renewal permittees such as the CCSF, the guidance document must identify and describe BMPs included in their previous Stormwater Management Plan that may be more protective of water quality than the minimum requirements of the updated permit, and identify whether the permittee proposes to maintain, reduce, or cease implementation of the BMP. 


While the UCSF Mission Bay Campus utilizes the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system along with the rest of the development in Mission Bay South, the campus is considered a non-Traditional Small MS4 permittee under the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES permit. In accordance with this permit, UCSF has implemented its own management program for stormwater discharges from campus facilities. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See previous comments. This indicates the separate stormwater system has already been implemented and is being used. But elsewhere it states that the separate stormwater system has not yet been implemented.  It is not always clear in the discussion in this chapter whether stormwater would go to the separate system or the combined system. 


Southeast Plant, North Point, and Bayside Facilities NPDES Permit


The City currently holds an NPDES permit (RWQCB Order No.R2-2013-0029) adopted by the RWQCB in August 2013, that covers the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and all of the Bbaysidebayside wet-weather facilities, including CSDs to the Bay.[footnoteRef:27] The permit specifies discharge prohibitions, dry-weather effluent limitations, wet-weather effluent performance criteria, receiving water limitations, sludge management practices, and monitoring and reporting requirements. The permit prohibits overflows from the CSD structures during dry weather, and requires wet-weather overflows to comply with the nine minimum controls specified in the federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy, described above, and the City’s Long Term Control Plan. Areas in the Bayside drainage basin that drain to the City’s combined sewer system are subject to this permit. [27: 	Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. CA0037664, Order No.R2-2013-0029, for City and County of San Francisco Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant, North Point Wet Weather Facility, Bayside Wet Weather Facilities and Wastewater Collection System., adopted January 31, 2008.] 



As discussed above in Section 5.9.4.2, Federal Regulations (Federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy), the NPDES permit does not explicitly regulate the number, volume, duration, or frequency of CSDs from the combined sewer system, but instead requires that the system meets the long-term average annual design goals for CSDs from each sub-basin. Under the Long-Term Control Plan, the City must optimize operations of the combined sewer system to minimize CSD frequency, magnitude, and duration and maximize pollutant removal during wet weather and must also provide treatment of all discharges from the combined sewer system, including CSDs. The NPDES permit also requires the City to monitor the water quality of all CSDs and the efficacy of wet weather discharge controls. If the CSDs cause a violation of water quality standards in the receiving water, the City must evaluate its Long-Term Control Plan and combined sewer system operation to ensure compliance with water quality standards.


Volatile Organic Compound and Fuel General NPDES Permit 


The RWQCB has issued Order Number R2-2012-0012 which is a general permit for the discharge of extracted and treated groundwater resulting from the cleanup of groundwater polluted by volatile organic compounds and fuels (VOC and Fuel General Permit).[footnoteRef:28] The permit specifies water quality criteria for the discharges, receiving water limitations, and discharge prohibitions (including flow rate and restrictions on scouring and erosion). Monitoring requirements for demonstrating permit compliance are also specified. To obtain authorization to discharge under this permit, the discharger must submit a Notice of Intent describing the proposed discharge and treatment system and the RWQCB must issue an Authorization to Discharge once it is determined that the discharger is eligible to discharge under the permit. [28:  	San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharge or Reuse of Extracted and Treated Groundwater Resulting from the Cleanup of Groundwater Polluted by Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), Fuel Leaks and Other Related Wastes (VOC and Fuel General Permit). Order No. R2-2012-0012, NPDES No. CAG912002.] 



Local and Regional Regulations and Plans


Stormwater and Wastewater Management


SFPUC Storm Water Management Plan


San Francisco has obtained coverage under the updated Phase II General MS4 Permit described above for separate storm sewer systems under its jurisdiction. In accordance with this permit, the SFPUC is required to submit a guidance document to the SWRCB documenting its strategies for complying with permit requirements. San Francisco’s Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), prepared under the previous General MS4 Permit,[footnoteRef:29] will remain in effect until the guidance document is completed. The SWMP is comprised of six program areas that address water quality: public education and outreach, public involvement/participation, illicit discharge detection and elimination, construction site stormwater runoff control, post-construction stormwater management in new development and redevelopment, and pollution prevention/good housekeeping for municipal operations. The SWMP thereby requires implementation of a variety of stormwater pollution reduction measures that mirror these six program areas, including the implementation of stormwater BMPs (such as construction period BMPs and post-construction BMPs). [29:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco Stormwater Management Plan, Annual Report 2009 (Year 6), March 30, 2010.] 



The project area would drain to the new separate stormwater system and would be subject to all provisions and regulatory requirements set forth by the SFPUC, including compliance with the SWMP and the guidance document, once the SFPUC assumes jurisdiction over the storm sewer system. 


Stormwater Design Guidelines 


Development projects that discharge stormwater to either the combined sewer system or a separate stormwater system must comply with Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 147, which was adopted in 2010 (subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR). The SFPUC and the Port of San Francisco have developed San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines in accordance with the requirements of the Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit and Article 4.2, Section 147. [footnoteRef:30] The SFPUC is currently updating the guidelines to reflect changes in the updated Phase II General MS4 Permit. [30:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Port of San Francisco, San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, November 2009, http://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=2779, accessed on October 2, 2014.] 



The Stormwater Design Guidelines require compliance with specified stormwater management requirements and provide five tools to help project developers achieve compliance with stormwater management requirements:


· A step-by-step guide describing how to manage stormwater onsite


· A set of stormwater BMP fact sheets


· A vegetation palette to assist in BMP-appropriate plant selection


· Sizing calculators to determine the required size of each BMP


· Maintenance checklists explaining the types and frequencies of the maintenance activities associated with each BMP


In accordance with the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, developers of projects that disturb more than 5,000 square feet of ground and discharge to a separate stormwater system must implement BMPs to reduce the flow rate and volume and improve the quality of stormwater going into the separate stormwater system. For covered projects, the stormwater management approach must capture and treat rainfall from the design storm of 0.75 inches. These projects would reduce or eliminate downstream water pollution by reducing impervious cover, eliminating sources of contaminants, treating pollutants in stormwater runoff, or increasing onsite infiltration.


The SFPUC inspects stormwater BMPs once they are constructed, and any issues noted by the inspection must be corrected. The owner is responsible for completing an annual self-certification inspection, and must submit completed checklists and maintenance logs for the year to the SFPUC. In addition, the SFPUC inspects all stormwater BMPs every third year. Any issues identified by either inspection must be resolved before the SFPUC can renew the certificate of compliance. 


Projects that are required to implement the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines are also subject to review by the San Francisco Building Inspection Commission, and are subject to building codes that include provisions for managing drainage for new construction. Specifically, Section 1101.1.1 of the San Francisco Plumbing Code and Section 1503.4 of the San Francisco Building Code allow roofs and other building areas to drain to locations other than the combined sewer.


Wastewater Discharges to the Combined Sewer System


Discharges of non-sewage wastewater to the combined sewer system are subject to the permit requirements specified in Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code and supplemented by Department of Public Works Order No. 158170. The permit requires development and implementation of a pollution prevention program and specifies discharge limitations for specific chemical constituents as well as general conditions for the discharge. In addition, the discharge must meet the pretreatment standards specified in Article 4.1 and the discharger must monitor the discharge quality for compliance with permit limitations. The discharger must also submit periodic reports to the SFPUC and the CCSF conducts periodic inspections to ensure compliance.


San Francisco Sea Level Rise Guidance


As noted above, the CCSF has developed guidance for incorporating sea level rise into the planning of capital projects in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:31] The guidance presents a framework for considering the effects of sea level rise on capital projects implemented by the CCSF and selecting appropriate adaptation measures based on site-specific information. The planning process described in the guidance includes six primary steps: [31:  	City and County of San Francisco Sea Level Rise Committee, Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability and Risk to Support Adaptation. September 22, 2014. Available online at http://onesanfrancisco.org/wp-content/uploads/San%20Francisco%20SLR%20Guidance%20Adopted
%209.22.14%2012182014.pdf, accessed on February 5, 2015.] 



· Review sea level rise science


· Assess vulnerability


· Assess risk


· Plan for adaptation


· Implement adaptation measures


· Monitor


As of September 2014, the CCSF considers the NRC report as the best available science on sea level rise in California. However, the guidance acknowledges that the science of sea level rise is continually advancing and projections of sea level rise may need to be updated at some point to reflect the most updated science. Sea level rise inundation maps prepared by the SFPUC, described above in Section 5.9.3.2, Flooding, are considered the most up-to-date maps and take into account both water level rises and the temporary effects of storm surge along the shoreline based on existing topography and conditions. The guidance states that the review of available sea level science should determine whether the project site could be subject to flooding during the lifespan of the project. 


For those projects that cost $5 million or more that could be flooded during their lifespan, the guidance requires a vulnerability assessment based on the degree of flooding that could occur, the sensitivity of the project to sea level rise, and the adaptive capacity of the project site and design (the ability to adjust to sea level rise impacts without the need for substantial intervention or modification). The risk assessment takes into consideration the likelihood that the project could be adversely affected by sea level rise and the related consequences of flooding. An adaptation plan is required for projects that are found to be vulnerable to sea level rise and have a potential for substantial consequences. The plan should focus on those aspects of the project that have the greatest consequences if flooded. It should include clear accountability and trigger points for bringing adaptation strategies online as well as a well-defined process to ensure that milestones are being met and the latest science is being considered.


The CCSF sea level rise guidance document also acknowledges that there is some flexibility in how to plan for adaptations, and it may not always be feasible or cost effective to design and build for long-term potential sea level rise scenarios that are of a highly uncertain nature, such as the upper end of the NRC report range for the year 2100 (66-inches of sea level rise). In this case, the project could be designed and constructed to be resilient to the likely mid-century sea level rise (11± 4 inches by 2050). An alternative approach would be to build the project to be resilient to the likely sea level rise by 2100 (36 inches), while including adaptive capacity to be resilient to the upper range of sea level rise estimates for 2100 (66 inches).	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This indicates that the project could feasibly be designed differently to be resilient to sea level rise.  If so, this should be discussed as an alternative. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Is this an actual project alternative? If so identify what specific alternative it is. This and the previous sentence seem to indicate that it would be feasible to build the project to be resilient to these sea level rise scenarios.  Not sure whether that is true or whether those options are analyzed. If these options are discussed elsewhere, please include a reference to that discussion.  


Under CEQA, the CCSF considers city projects that could be vulnerable to 100-year flooding in combination with sea level rise during their lifespan to have a significant risk related to flooding.


San Francisco Floodplain Management 


San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements are specified in the San Francisco Administrative Code, Article XX, Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285. For buildings located within a flood-prone area, this code requires the following:


· The building must be adequately anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement.


· The building must be constructed with materials and utility equipment that is resistant to flood damage, and with methods and practices that minimize flood damage.


· Electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, and air conditioning equipment must be designed or located to prevent water from entering or accumulating within the components during flooding.


· All water supply and sanitary sewage systems must be designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters into the system as well as discharges from the systems into floodwaters. 


For projects located in areas that could be prone to flooding from the combined sewer system during wet weather, the SFPUC may require additional actions such as provision of a pump station for sewage flows, raised elevation of entryways, special sidewalk construction, and deep gutters.[footnoteRef:32] [32:  	San Francisco Planning Department, Planning Director Bulletin No. 4, Review of Project Identified in Areas Prone to Flooding.] 



Trash Management


Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code, Garbage and Refuse, requires that properties have appropriate containers placed in appropriate locations for the collection of refuse. In accordance with this article, the refuse containers must be constructed with tight fitting lids or sealed enclosures, and the contents of the container may not extend above the top of the rim. The property owner must also have adequate refuse collection service. Article 6 also prohibits the dumping of refuse onto any streets or lands within San Francisco.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to hydrology and water quality if it were to:


· Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;


· Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;


· Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; or


· Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam.


The analysis of violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements discussed in Impact HY-6 below also addresses the following significance criterion from Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems: 


· Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board.


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the hydrology and water quality analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, pp. 86 through 98), which also explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts previously identified in the 1998 FSEIR on hydrology and water quality with respect to degradation of water quality during construction (Impact HY-1); depletion of groundwater and interference with groundwater recharge (Impact HY-2); alteration of drainage patterns (Impact HY-3); placement of housing within a 100-year flood zone; placement of structures within a 100-year flood zone (Impact HY-4); and flooding as a result of failure of a levee or dam; and inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow (Impact HY-5). Therefore, no further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section. The hydrology and water quality section of the Initial Study determined that all construction-related hydrology and water quality impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant. 


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Construction Impacts


Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, the project sponsor conducted additional evaluation of dewatering requirements during construction and provided additional information regarding construction dewatering discharge options. This section presents a revised analysis of the water quality impacts of groundwater discharges based on the additional information. The analysis assumes that construction dewatering activities would be conducted in compliance with all applicable regulations, and the impact would be considered less than significant if proposed dewatering activities would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise degrade water quality. All other construction-related impacts of the proposed project are unchanged from what is presented in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOPIS).


Operational Impacts


This section addresses two impacts associated with long-term operation of the proposed project. The first impact analyzes the potential for project-related changes in wastewater and stormwater to result in water quality effects; this impact addresses related significance criteria and is broken down into various aspects of wastewater and stormwater management. The second impact analyzes the potential for flooding impacts as related to sea level rise. The approach to analyzing these impacts is shown below relative to the applicable significance criteria:


Exceed wastewater treatment requirements, violate water quality standard or waste discharge requirement, exceed the capacity of a storm drainage system, provide a substantial source of stormwater pollutants, or substantially degrade water quality: Because stormwater and wastewater are conveyed in the same set of pipes within the Bayside drainage basin of the City’s combined sewer system, described above in the Setting, the hydrology and water quality impacts related to changes in stormwater and wastewater flows are combined under one impact statement. This analysis is related to the analysis presented in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, which evaluates impacts related to the capacity of wastewater or stormwater facilities, but this impact analysis focuses primarily on the potential to affect water quality. The impact analysis is broken down as described below.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See Global Comment above.  Wouldn’t stormwater be conveyed in a separate system? Below the text states that “all stormwater would be diverted to the separate stormwater system.”


· Dry weather flows to combined sewer system: The analysis considers whether the project would contribute additional wastewater to the City’s combined sewer system to the extent that the contribution would cause the system to exceed the treatment requirements (with respect to volume and treatment level) or other permit requirements of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB NPDES permit for the SFPUC's Bayside wastewater facilities. The impact is considered less than significant if the increase in dry weather flows remains within the treatment capacity of the SEWPCP.


· Wet weather flows to combined sewer system: The impact analysis examines whether project-related increases in wastewater flows would contribute to combined sewer discharges during wet weather. The impact is considered less than significant if the increased flows would not increase the frequency of combined sewer discharges above the long-term average specified in the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and Bbaysidebayside wet-weather facilities.


· Effluent discharges from SEWPCP: For the analysis of impacts related to changes in the quality of effluent discharges from the SEWPCP, the analysis considers whether discharges of wastewater to the combined sewer system would cause effluent quality to exceed the discharge limitations of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP. If not, the impact is considered less than significant. 


· Direct discharges of stormwater runoff and storm drainage capacity: The analysis considers whether the post-construction flows would be within the capacity of the newly constructed separate stormwater system in Mission Bay South or provide an additional source of stormwater pollutants that could degrade water quality. The impact is considered less than significant if the flows would be within the capacity of the stormwater system, and would not result in an additional source of stormwater pollutants.


· Litter: The analysis considers whether compliance with regulatory requirements for trash management would prevent substantial water quality degradation from litter that could be transported to the Bay via stormwater runoff or wind. If so, the impact is considered less than significant.


Expose people or structures to a significant risk from future flooding: The analysis considers whether people or structures on the project site could be exposed to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding as a result of sea level rise in combination with storm surge and extreme tides. The impact is considered less than significant if the project site would not be inundated during a 100-year coastal flood within the life of the project, or if the project would conform to flood resistant building standards and be capable of adapting to future flood hazard conditions. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Cumulative impacts related to combined sewer discharges and stormwater system inadequacies in the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins could ultimately affect the water quality of Lower San Francisco Bay. Accordingly, the geographic scope of cumulative water quality impacts includes areas that drain to the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins. The cumulative analysis utilizes a list-based approach to analyze the effects of the project in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in this geographic area, including full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and implementation of the UCSF Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), and assumes that construction and operations of other projects in the geographical area would have to comply with the same regulatory requirements as the project. The analysis then considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with project implementation in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the geographical area, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Add a reference to the list of projects considered in the cumulative analysis.  


Impact Evaluation


Impacts HY-1 to HY-5: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS), which includes all construction-related impacts of the proposed project, except that Impact HY-1 is modified below to account for new information regarding groundwater discharges during construction-related dewatering.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact HY-1a: The project would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality with respect to construction-related dewatering. (Less than Significant)


Impact HY-1 of the Initial Study evaluated the potential for groundwater dewatering discharges during construction to violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, the project sponsor developed additional information regarding construction dewatering discharge options.


Water Quality Effects of Groundwater Dewatering During Construction


Construction dewatering is expected to last approximately nine months. The initial estimated and peak water discharge rate is 1,850 gallons per minute (gpm) and would last three to four days.[footnoteRef:33] By the end of the first week, the discharge rate would decrease to about 300 gpm, and by the end of the second week, to about 100 gpm. By the end of the initial 45-day construction period, the discharge rate would decrease to approximately 30 to 40 gpm, and this rate is expected to last for the remaining duration of the dewatering period, approximately seven and a half months. The three two potential construction dewatering discharge options are: (1) directly discharging to the City's combined sewer system; (2) installing an on-site dewatering treatment system and discharging the treated water to the Bay if the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station would be exceeded with the discharge; and (32332) a combination of discharging the treated water to the Bay and to the City’s combined sewer systemthe first two options.  [33:  	Shipman, Dorinda and Kimbrel, Elizabeth, Langan Treadwell Rollo, 2015. Memorandum to Kate Aufhauser, Golden State Warriors and Clarke Miller, Strada Investment Group regarding Construction Dewatering Discharge Options, Golden State Warriors Arena, San Francisco, California. February 17, 2015.] 



If discharged to the combined sewer system, the discharges would be subject to the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. This ordinance is found in Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the combined sewer system. In accordance with Article 4.1 and Order No. 158170, the discharge permit would contain appropriate discharge standards and may require installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain contaminants related to past site activities, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the construction contractors would be required to treat the groundwater as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge to the combined sewer system, and discharge rates would be controlled so that the capacity of the sewer system would not be exceeded.


If discharged directly to the Bay, the discharges would be subject to permitting requirements of the RWQCB under the VOC and Fuel General NPDES permit, described in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations, which specifies water quality criteria and monitoring requirements for discharges of extracted and treated groundwater. Accordingly, under this option, the project sponsor or its contractors would be required to submit a Notice of Intent to the RWQCB describing the proposed discharge and treatment system, and the RWQCB must issue an Authorization to Discharge once it is determined that the discharger is eligible to discharge under the permit. The contractors would install an on-site treatment system that includes settling tanks for removal of sediments and treatment for hydrocarbons and metals. A treatability study would be conducted prior to discharge to demonstrate that the treatment system can effectively meet the discharge limitations.[footnoteRef:34] The treated water would likely be discharged through a stormwater swale or outfall pipe either downstream of Pump Station SDPS-1 or downstream of Pump Station SDPS-5 (both are part of the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system) shown on Figure 5.7-2. Regular influent and effluent water quality monitoring would be conducted to demonstrate permit compliance. [34: 	Ibid.] 



The combined option could include directing a portion of the initial discharges to the Bay as described above until flows have subsided to the point that they are within the capacity and meet influent constituent concentration requirements of the Mariposa pPump sStation.pump station. Discharges to both the Bay and the combined sewer system would be subject to the same permitting requirements as described above. For water discharged to the combined sewer system, the discharges would be subject to the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. This ordinance is found in Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the combined sewer system. In accordance with Article 4.1 and Order No. 158170, the discharge permit would contain appropriate discharge standards and may require installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain contaminants related to past site activities, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the construction contractors would be required to treat the groundwater as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge to the combined sewer system, and discharge rates would be controlled so that the capacity of the sewer system would not be exceeded. Discharges to the Bay would be subject to the same permitting requirement described above.


With discharge to the combined sewer system in accordance with the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance as supplemented by Order No. 158170, or discharge to the Bay in accordance with the VOC and Fuel General NPDES permit as authorized by the RWQCB, water quality impacts related to a violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of groundwater produced during construction‐related dewatering would be less than significant.


Mitigation: None required.


Comparison of Impact HY-1 (revised) to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that water quality impacts associated with groundwater discharges during construction-related discharges would be less than significant with discharge to the combined sewer system in accordance with Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170. While the anticipated flow rates could temporarily exceed those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the discharge would be subject to Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170 or the VOC and Fuel General NPDES permit, which would ensure that the discharges do not exceed water quality criteria or cause water quality degradation. Therefore, the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts on water quality from construction-related dewatering activities than previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operation


Impact HY-6: Operation of the proposed project could exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP,;; violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, otherwise substantially degrade water quality as a result of changes in wastewater and stormwater discharges to the Bay;,; or exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay, or provide a substantial source of polluted runoff. Operation of the proposed project would not contribute to a substantial increase in combined sewer discharges. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


This impact discussion covers multiple sources of potential effects on water quality and is broken down as follows: dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only) to the combined sewer system; wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater) to the combined sewer system; effluent discharges from the SEWPCP; direct discharges of stormwater runoff and storm drainage capacity; and litter. 


Dry Weather Flows to the Combined Sewer System


The sewer analysis for the proposed project estimates that the total average wastewater flow would be 0.164 mgd and the peak wastewater flows would be 1.074 mgd.[footnoteRef:35] During dry weather (typically, May 1 to October 15), all wastewater generated from the proposed project would be conveyed to and treated at the SEWPCP, which currently has available dry-weather treatment capacity of about 24.5 mgd, as described above in Section 5.9.3.1, Combined Sewer System. The average flow from the project would be less than 0.7 percent of the remaining dry-weather treatment capacity of the SEWPCP, and the peak daily flow would be approximately 4.4 percent of the available capacity. Therefore, during dry weather, impacts related to exceeding the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco RWQCB would be less than significant. [35:  	BKF Engineers, 2015. Water and Sewer Analyses for Golden State Warriors Arena @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. January 9.] 



Wet Weather Flows to the Combined Sewer System	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See Global Comment above regarding the separate stormwater system.  There should be a better explanation why stormwater would be directed to the combined system in certain scenarios, but not others.  . 


During wet weather (typically October 15 to April 30), there is a wide variation in volume of wastewater flow to the combined sewer system due to the addition of stormwater to the sanitary sewage flows. During severe rainstorms, the increased wet weather flows can exceed the combined 400 mgd treatment capacity of the Bayside wet weather facilities and the 125 -million gallon capacity of the transport and storage boxes. Under the proposed project, stormwater at the project site would be diverted to the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system, which would be a decrease of stormwater flows to the combined sewer system compared to existing conditions. Sanitary sewage would be conveyed to the combined sewer system during both wet and dry weather, and the increase in sanitary sewage would represent an incremental increase in wastewater volume from the project site compared to existing conditions. This increase could affect the overall combined sewer system’s wet weather operations in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin when the wastewater flows are added to the existing wastewater and stormwater flows from other portions of the Mariposa sub-basin. While the combined sewer system is currently in compliance with applicable regulations and permits for discharges to the Bay, the Mariposa subbasin has historically exceeded the long-term average design goal for CSDs (see Section 5.9.3.1, above, regarding the existing conditions of the City's combined sewer system).


Existing average wastewater flows from development projects completed within the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system as of February 2015 are approximately 1.21 mgd, including 0.31 mgd of existing flows from UCSF.[footnoteRef:36] Assuming average flows of 0.16 mgd from the project site in combination with these flows, the total average flows to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station would be 1.38 mgd. Conservatively assuming that all 1.074 mgd of the peak wastewater flows from the project site would discharge to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station, the total combined flows could be up to 2.28 mgd. [36:  	Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. 2015. Combined Sewer Impact Analysis, Golden State Warriors Arena EIR. February 18.] 



Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. analyzed the effect of project-related increases in wastewater discharges on CSDs from the Mariposa sub-basin using the DPW’s Hydrocalc planning model.[footnoteRef:37] The modeling report is included as Appendix HYD of this SEIR. Using the wastewater flows described above and standard rainfall assumptions used by the DPW, the model estimated the annual average frequency, volume, and duration of CSDs that would occur once the Mariposa wet and dry-weather pump stations reach the combined capacity of 11.2 mgd under existing and project conditions. The model estimates that under existing conditions, CSDs from the Mariposa sub-basin occur approximately 10 times per year with an average volume of 5.34 million gallons and duration of 17.2 hours.  [37:  	Ibid.] 



The model analyzed the effects of discharging the average flows from the proposed project in combination with the existing average flows in the drainage area. Under this scenario, the frequency of CSDs would not increase, but the volume of the CSDs would increase from 5.34 to 5.63 million gallons and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 17.3 hours. All CSDs would receive the equivalent of primary treatment in the Mariposa transport and storage structure prior to discharge to the Bay. As a worst case, the model also assumed that peak project-related wastewater flows would occur during every large storm which is an unlikely scenario (i.e., the model assumed that there would be a capacity event at the event center at the exact same time as every large storm of the rainy season). However, even using this worst case scenario, there would be no increase in the frequency of CSDs with the addition of peak project-related flows, but the volume of the CSDs would increase from 5.34 to 7.20 million gallons and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 19.4 hours. Under all conditions, all CSDs would receive the equivalent of primary treatment in the Mariposa transport and storage structure prior to discharge to the Bay.


As discussed in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations, the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and all of the Bbaysidebayside wet-weather facilities does not limit the specific annual number of CSD events. Instead, the permit acknowledges that some years are wetter than others and requires that the combined sewer system is designed and constructed based on meeting the specified long-term average number of CSDs from each sub-basin. Therefore, the NPDES permit allows the limitation ofanan annual average of 10 CSDs for the Mariposa sub-basin to be exceeded in any particular year, as long as the long-term average of 10 CSDS per year is met. Because average and peak wastewater flows from the project site would not increase the frequency of CSD events from the Mariposa subbasin and would be consistent with the requirements of the NPDES permit, project-level water quality impacts related to contributions to an increase in CSD frequency would be less than significant. 


Effluent Discharges from the SEWPCP


Consistent with what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, some wastewater discharges associated with future uses at the project site could involve the discharge of some pollutants not typically associated with most other San Francisco discharges. If improperly handled, discharges of unusual chemicals such as radioactive materials and biohazardous materials to the SEWPCP could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, which would be a potentially significant impact. While these discharges would be regulated under Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mitigation Measure K.2 requiring facilities anticipated to have a potentially significant discharge of pollutants to the sanitary sewer to install sampling ports to facilitate sampling to monitor discharge quality. At this time, it is not known specifically what uses might occupy the proposed office development at Blocks 29-32, and the possibility of uses that would handle radioactive or biohazardous materials cannot be precluded. Thus, as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, in the event that there could be future activities that handle radioactive or biohazardous materials, implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 (same as Mitigation Measure M-HY-6) would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation.


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity 


Currently, approximately half of the project site is paved, and the rest is undeveloped. Runoff from portions of the paved and unpaved areas drain to perimeter streets, but a majority of runoff is contained in a low lying area within the site. There are no storm drains on the site. The runoff that drains to the perimeter streets currently flows to the combined sewer system. 


Under the proposed project, all stormwater would be diverted to the separate stormwater system being constructed by the master developer for Mission Bay South. Discharges of stormwater from the project site to the separate stormwater system would be subject to the regulatory requirements of the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit, Section 147 of Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, and the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines, all of which were adopted since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR and are described in Section 5.9.4, Regulatory Framework. Accordingly, the project sponsor would be required to implement BMPs to improve the quality of stormwater entering the stormwater system. The stormwater management approach must capture and treat rainfall from the design storm of 0.75 inches and include measures to reduce or eliminate downstream water pollution by reducing impervious cover, eliminating sources of contaminants, treating pollutants in stormwater runoff, or increasing onsite infiltration. The project would primarily utilize two Low Impact Development (LID) strategies to achieve the requirements for capture and treatment of stormwater: green roofs on several buildings, rainwater harvesting, and flow-through biotreatment planters. Treated water from these facilities would be directed to proposed on-site storm drains, which would connect to the separate stormwater collection system in the adjacent streets. 


Implementation of BMPs and other stormwater control measures as required by the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit; Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 147; and the City's Stormwater Design Guidelines would ensure that the project does not contribute to an increase in discharge of stormwater pollutants to the Bay in discharges from the separate stormwater system. Therefore, impacts related to degradation of water quality and providing an additional source of stormwater pollutants are less than significant in relation to direct stormwater discharges. 


As described in Impact C-UT-3 in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the Mission Bay South stormwater system is designed to convey runoff from a 5-year storm event under build-out conditions. While the project would increase runoff relative to existing conditions because the amount of impervious surfaces would be increased, the volume of offsite stormwater discharges would be consistent with the projected build-out condition that the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system was designed to serve. Therefore, stormwater runoff from the project would not exceed the capacity of the stormwater system and this impact would be less than significant.


Litter


The proposed public use of the project site as an event center could increase the potential for litter. In accordance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code, Garbage and Refuse, the project sponsor would be required to place containers in appropriate locations for the collection of refuse. In accordance with this article, the refuse containers must be constructed with tight fitting lids or sealed enclosures, and the contents of the container may not extend above the top of the rim. The project sponsor must also have adequate refuse collection service. Further, Article 6 prohibits the dumping of refuse onto any streets or lands within San Francisco. 


The project would also be required to comply with several City ordinances which would decrease the amount of non-degradable trash generated under the proposed project, as discussed in Section 11 of the Initial Study, Utilities and Service Systems (see Appendix NOP-IS). The San Francisco Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance requires facilities to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash, and the Food Service Waste Reduction Ordinance prohibits any establishment that serves food prepared in San Francisco from using polystyrene foam (Styrofoam) to-go containers. This ordinance also requires that any containers used in the City’s programs be either recyclable or compostable. 


Compliance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code and the City ordinances described above would reduce the amount of non-recyclable and non-compostable wastes produced during events, and would ensure that adequate containers and refuse service are provided. This would reduce the potential for transport of litter to the separate stormwater system (including the UCSF MS-4) and Bay via wind or stormwater runoff. Furthermore, as indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project sponsor would implement a number of event center site management practices to minimize potential disruption associated with event center operations, including the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy. This policy includes the following provision:


· Employees of the establishment shall walk a 100-foot radius from the premises sometime between 30 minutes after closing time and 8:00 a.m. the following morning, and shall pick up and dispose of any discarded beverage containers and other trash left by area nighttime entertainment patrons.


Therefore, for reasons stated above, water quality impacts related to littering would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact HY-6, Water Quality Impact Analysis


Impact HY-6 describes potential water quality impacts of the proposed project related to dry weather wastewater flows and compliance with the wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB; wet weather wastewater flows; effluent discharges from the SEWPCP; direct discharges of stormwater; and litter. The analysis determined that project-related effects on dry weather wastewater flows would be less than significant because the wastewater flows would be within the remaining capacity of the SEWPCP. Impacts related to wet weather flows and CSDs were determined to be less than significant because the discharge of project-related peak wastewater flows would not result in an increase in frequency of CSD events from the Mariposa sub-basin. 


Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP. Impacts related to direct discharges of stormwater and litter would be less than significant due to compliance with existing regulations and implementation of proposed event center site management practices. 


Mitigation Measure M-HY-6. Wastewater Sampling Ports


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.2. Participate in the City’s existing Water Pollution Prevention Program. Facilitate implementation of the City’s Water Pollution Prevention Program by providing and installing wastewater sampling ports in any building anticipated to have a potentially significant discharge of pollutants to the sanitary sewer, as determined by the Water Pollution Prevention Program of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Bureau of Environmental Regulation and Management (WPPP),, and in locations as determined in consultation with the WPPP.


Comparison of Impact HY-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Dry-Weather Flows to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that, based on anticipated land uses as offices, the estimated total wastewater flow from the project site would be an average of 0.192 mgd and a peak of 0.578 mgd. The average flows for the proposed project would be less than analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, but the peak flows would be almost two times greater than previously anticipated. Although the project would result in a somewhat more severe impact than analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the impact would remain less than significant because the dry-weather flows would be within the capacity of the SEWPCP. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to dry weather flows to the combined sewer system than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Wet Weather Flows to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR anticipated that stormwater within the reconfigured Central sub-basin would be collected in a separate stormwater system and wastewater flows generated within this basin would be conveyed in the City’s combined sewer system. The Mission Bay FSEIR also anticipated that both stormwater and wastewater flows generated in the Mariposa sub-basin would be conveyed to the combined sewer system. With this configuration, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that increases in combined sewer discharges and associated pollutants were anticipated in the Mariposa and Islais Creek discharge locations. The Mission Bay Plan’s contribution to an increase in the frequency, volume, or duration of combined sewer discharges would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 requiring the master developer and SFPUC to consider sewer improvements to avoid increases in CSD volumes. 


The master developer has proceeded with implementation of Mitigation Scenario B described in the FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253) and described in Section 5.9.2.3 (FSEIR Mitigation Approach), above. This scenario includes separating the stormwater collection system and sanitary sewer in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin as well as in the reconfigured Central sub-basin as originally planned in the FSEIR. Because none of the stormwater from Mission Bay South would be discharged to the combined sewer system, the Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that this mitigation approach would reduce the total Bayside CSD volume by 33 million gallons per year. 


As discussed above, under the worst case conditions analyzed, discharge of the peak wastewater flows from the project site could increase the volume of each CSD from the Mariposa sub-basin by about 1.9 million gallons but would not increase the frequency of CSD events from this sub-basin. While the project would result in slightly more severe effects than analyzed in the FSEIR, this impact would be less than significant because the existing frequency of CSD events would not be exceeded and would be within the limitations of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and bBaysidebayside wet-weather facilities. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to CSD events than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Effluent Discharges from SEWPCP. The FSEIR concluded that UCSF and some commercial or industrial operations may involve the discharge of some pollutants not typically associated with most other San Francisco discharges, and discharges from these businesses could potentially result in a violation of the NDPES permit. The FSEIR identified Mitigation Measure K.2 in the Hydrology and Water Quality section requiring facilities with these discharges to install sampling ports to facilitate demonstration of compliance with discharge limitations. The proposed project could involve some of the same land uses, but as discussed above would require implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2 from the FSEIR. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that with the sewer system improvements proposed as part of the Plan, including reconfiguration of the Central and Mariposa sub-basins and construction of a separate stormwater system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, the Mission Bay Plan would accommodate the projected changes to stormwater flows. Impacts related to exceeding the capacity of the stormwater system would be less than significant. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that the direct stormwater discharges under the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on the quality of near-shore waters of the Bay and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). The project’s contribution would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure K.4 requiring treatment of all separate stormwater discharges. 


As described above, stormwater discharges from the project would discharge to the Mission Bay South stormwater system constructed in accordance with Mitigation Scenario B described in the FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253). This separate stormwater system provides treatment of stormwater discharges at each of the five outfalls. Further, stormwater discharges from the project site would be subject to the regulatory requirements of the SWRCB and City which require treatment of stormwater before it is discharged to a separate stormwater system. Therefore, the project would result in less severe water quality impacts than analyzed in the FSEIR related to direct stormwater discharges, and the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to stormwater runoff and discharges than was previously identified. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.5 requires implementation of an individual stormwater management program that utilizes BMPs for Mission Bay until the Phase II regulations become final and Mission Bay is included in the City’s stormwater management program. However, subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the SWRCB adopted the General Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems. The CCSF also adopted Section 147 of Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code in 2010 and published the associated Stormwater Design Guidelines. Discharges of stormwater from the project site to the separate storm sewer would be required to comply with these regulatory requirements as further described above. Therefore, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.5 is not applicable to the proposed project.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.5 in the Community Services and Utilities section required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay drainage sub-basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. However, as discussed in Section 5.7 of this SEIR, Utilities and Service Systems, this mitigation measure is no longer warranted for the proposed project because the project would discharge stormwater to the separate stormwater system being constructed in accordance with the approved Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


_________________________


Impact HY-7: Operation of the proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding. (Less than Significant)


Existing grades at the project site range from -1 to +3 feet SFD (10 to 14 feet NAVD88). As discussed in Impact HY-4 of the Initial Study (see pp. 102 to 103 of the Initial Study in Appendix NOP-IS ), the project site is not located within a 100-year flood zone depicted on San Francisco’s interim flood maps prepared in 2008. The project site is also generally above the projected 2050 flood elevation of -0.6 feet SFD (11 feet NAVD88), which combines 12 inches of sea level rise with the effects of a 100-year storm surge. Thus, as shown on Figure 5.9-3 and described in the Setting, the project site would not be subject to flooding in 2050 with projected sea level rise.[footnoteRef:38] In addition, the project site would not be flooded during daily high tide conditions (MHHW) with the 36 inches of sea level rise that is expected by 2100.  [38:  	Note that the green zone shown within the project site on Figure 5.9-3 is the open excavation that is not hydrologically connected to the Bay or flooding zones and would be filled when the site is developed.] 



However, when the effects of a 100-year storm surge are considered in combination with 36 inches of sea level rise, the flood elevation would be 1.5 feet SFD (13 feet NAVD88), and the site at its existing grade could be temporarily flooded to depths of up to about 2.5 feet. This is consistent with the SFPUC mapping depicted on Figure 5.9-4, which shows flooding depths at 2foot intervals and indicates that the site could be temporarily flooded to depths of between 2 and 4 feet.[footnoteRef:39] Thus, the project site could be prone to flooding by 2100 based on projected sea level rise in combination with the effects of storm surge. [39:  	Note that greater inundation depths are indicated on Figure 5.9-4 in the area of the open excavation, but this excavation would be filled when the site is developed.] 



However, as noted in the Setting, this flooding scenario is based on 2010/2011 topographic conditions and assumes that no site-specific flood protection measures such as filling to raise the grade of low lying areas or area-wide measures such as construction of berms, levees or seawalls would be implemented to protect the project site or surrounding area during the intervening period. As such, it is likely that the actual flood zone would be different by 2100 than what is illustrated on Figure 5.9-4 under built conditions, and the actual flood zone would include only those areas of the site with ground elevations below the flood elevation of 1.5 feet SFD (13 feet NAVD88) that are not protected by area-wide flood protection measures.


Development in the flood zone could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death unless designed and constructed in accordance with flood resistant building standards. San Francisco’s Floodplain Management Ordinance (Chapter 2A, Article XX, Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) provides standards for building in flood prone areas. For building sites in flood prone areas, Section 2A.283 (b)(1) specifically requires that:


· The building must be adequately anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement.


· The building must be constructed with materials and utility equipment that is resistant to flood damage, and with methods and practices that minimize flood damage.


· Electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, and air conditioning equipment must be designed or located to prevent water from entering or accumulating within the components during flooding.


· All water supply and sanitary sewage systems must be designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters into the system as well as discharges from the systems into floodwaters. 


The Floodplain Management Ordinance is applicable only in areas that are designated by the City Administrator as susceptible to being inundated by a 100-year flood. At present, the City’s designated 100-year flood zone is that shown on the 2008 interim flood map, which does not consider projected sea level rise and does not therefore include the project site. As such, the Floodplain Management Ordinance does not apply to the project site.


However, although it is not subject to the San Francisco Floodplain Management Ordinance, the project would be designed and constructed consistent with flood-resistant building standards or, in some cases, to be capable of adapting to meet these standards when needed in the future in recognition of future flood hazards due to sea level rise. These features or strategies that have been incorporated in the project design include:


· Locating the base of the main event center entry at an elevation of 10 feet SFD (21 feet NAVD88), which would be 8.5 feet above the projected flood elevation in 2100. Access to office and retail uses from the main plaza would be provided at this elevation.


· Raising pedestrian access and outdoor areas to an elevation of 10 feet SFD (21 feet NAVD88)),, which would be 8.5 feet above the projected flood elevation in 2100. These areas include the Third Street Plaza, main pedestrian path around the event center, Bayfront Overlook, and Bayfront Terrace. The project would also provide access to the upper floors of the Food Hall from the elevated pedestrian path.


· Locating the base of the secondary arena entry on the southeast portion of the event center at an elevation of 26 feet SFD (37 feet NAVD88), 24.5 feet above the projected flood elevation in 2100, and making it accessible from the elevated pedestrian path or stairs from the southeast plaza.


· Providing expanded height first floors in the retail uses and lobbies in the South Street and 16th Street buildings, Food Hall, and buildings fronting Terry Francois Boulevard which would provide space to raise the floor level above the projected flood elevation.


· Eliminating Minimizing to the extent feasible the number of building wall penetrations below an elevation of 3.5 feet SFD (15 feet NAVD88), which is two feet higher than the projected flood elevation in 2100 where feasible, to preclude inside flooding. 


· Waterproofing the below ground features to address fluctuations in groundwater levels that may result from sea level rise.


· Designing the water supply and wastewater facilities to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters as well as discharges from these systems into flood waters. 


Three components of the proposed project would be constructed below ground, and would also be below the projected flood elevation in 2100. These include the team practice courts at an elevation of -14 feet SFD (-32332.7 feet NAVD88), the below grade parking and loading dock at an elevation of -10.7 feet SFD (10110.6 foot NAVD88), and the event level (floor of the basketball court) at an elevation of - 6 feet SFD (5.3 feet NAVD88). To prevent inundation of these areas by flood waters, the garage and loading dock entries would be designed to allow future installation of floodgates and a solid curb could be constructed alongside landscaped areas to prevent flood flows from encroaching onto the site. Sand bags could also be available to provide temporary protection from future flooding. 


Mechanical systems for the event center that would be located in the below-grade parking could also be flooded by 2100. However, the project design includes providing space for emergency pumps in these areas, including the area adjacent to the mechanical systems. Further, the mechanical systems could be moved to areas of the site that are above future flood levels if necessary. 


The project features described above would be consistent with San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements specified in the San Francisco Administrative Code, Article XX, Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285 and discussed in the Setting. In addition, the stormwater bioretention areas and stormwater drain inlets located along the property perimeter would facilitate drainage of flood waters. Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the planned waterfront park to the east would also serve as a buffer for the project site against coastal flooding. 


While the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100, the project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Therefore, impacts related to flooding would be less than significant. 


Mitigation: None required.


Comparison of Impact HY-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that portions of the Mission Bay Plan area could be subject to inundation as a result of sea level rise and included Mitigation Measures K.6a through K.6f for structures proposed below an elevation of 1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88). The mitigation required implementation of construction specifications to address effects of sea level rise that would be based on specific flood protection and engineering and building analyses by a licensed engineer where structures are proposed below an elevation of 1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88).


Elevations at the project site range from approximately -1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88) to +3 feet SFD (14 feet NAVD88),[footnoteRef:40] however some of the project components would extend below grade. The SFPUC inundation maps completed in 2014 have provided a more detailed assessment of areas of the project site that could be inundated due to sea level rise and indicate an area greater than previously anticipated in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, the above-described measures that are incorporated into the project design fulfill the requirements of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.6, which is no longer warranted for the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those identified in the FSEIR regarding flooding from sea level rise. [40:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.] 



_________________________


Cumulative Impacts	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There should be a reference to the projects considered in this cumulative analysis.  Above the text states that the list approach was used so add a reference to the list of projects. 


Impact C-HY-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


[bookmark: _Toc300726443]_________________________


Impact C-HY-2: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP; violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality as a result of changes in wastewater and stormwater discharges to the Bay; or exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay, or provide a substantial source of polluted runoff. Cumulative wet weather flows would not contribute to an increase in combined sewer discharges. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to the wastewater treatment requirements of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP and contributions to CSDs could occur within the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins. Accordingly, the geographic scope of cumulative impacts related to these topics is the geographical area that drains to the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins.


Impacts related to exceeding the capacity of the stormwater system and providing additional sources of stormwater pollutants could occur within the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system. Accordingly, the geographic scope of cumulative impacts related to this topic is the geographical area that drains to the separate stormwater system.


The geographical scope for littering includes all of Lower San Francisco Bay, which is listed as an impaired water body for trash.


Dry Weather Flows to Combined Sewer System


As discussed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the SFPUC estimates that under full build out of [_______],, average wastewater flows to the Mariposa sub-basin would be 1.69 mgd and peak wastewater flows would total 4.8 mgd, including flows from the proposed project.[footnoteRef:41] During dry weather (typically, May 1 to October 15), all wastewater generated in the Mariposa sub-basin would be conveyed to and treated at the SEWPCP, which currently has available dry-weather capacity of about 24.5 mgd, as described above in Section 5.9.3.1, Combined Sewer System. The average flow at full build out of [____________] would be less than 7 percent of the available dry-weather capacity of the SEWPCP, and the peak daily flow would be approximately 20 percent. Therefore, during dry weather, cumulative impacts related to exceeding the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco RWQCB would be less than significant. [41:  	Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. 2015. Combined Sewer Impact Analysis, Golden State Warriors Arena EIR. February 18.] 



Wet Weather Flow to Combined Sewer System


Existing average wastewater flows from development projects completed within the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system as of February 2015 are approximately 1.21 mgd, including 0.31 mgd of existing flows from UCSF.[footnoteRef:42] Assuming the addition of average flow from the proposed project and average flows from future developments at full build out of Mission Bay South, the average cumulative flows to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station would be 1.69 mgd. Conservatively assuming that all 1.074 mgd of the peak wastewater flows from the project site would discharge to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station, the total combined flows would total approximately 2.766 mgd at full build out. As described in Impact HY-6, above, Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. analyzed the effect of cumulative increases in wastewater discharges on CSDs from the Mariposa sub-basin using the San Francisco DPW’s Hydrocalc planning model.[footnoteRef:43] The modeling report is included as Appendix HYD of this SEIR. Using the wastewater flows described above and standard rainfall assumptions used by the DPW, the model estimated the annual average frequency, volume and duration of CSDs that would occur once the Mariposa wet and dry-weather pump stations reach the combined capacity of 11.2 mgd. Considering average flows within the Mariposa sub-basin and project site, the model estimated that under cumulative conditions, the number of CSD events would not increase, but the volume of the CSDs would increase from 5.34 to 6.32 million gallons and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 18.2 hours. Considering peak flows from the project site, the frequency of CSDs would increase from 10 to 11, the average volume would increase from 5.34 to 7.98 million gallons, and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 21.8 hours.  [42:  	Ibid.]  [43:  	Ibid.] 



As noted in Impact HY-6, the model analyzed worst-case conditions assuming that project-related peak wastewater flows would occur concurrently with each large rainstorm. However, these conditions would not be expected to occur on a regular basis, if at all. Therefore, cumulative conditions would not likely result in exceeding the long-term annualAs explained above, the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and all of the bayside wet-weather facilities does not limit the specific annual number of CSD events. Instead, the permit acknowledges that some years are wetter than others and requires that the combined sewer system is designed and constructed based on meeting the specified long-term average number of CSDs from each sub-basin. Thus, the NPDES permit allows an annual average of 10 CSDs for the Mariposa sub-basin to be exceeded in any particular year, as long as the long-term average is met. Therefore, cumulative conditions would not likely result in exceeding long-term average of 10 CSDs allowed for the Mariposa sub-basin in the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, North Point Wet Weather Facility, and bBaysidebayside wet-weather facilities. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to contributions to an increase in CSD frequency would be less than significant. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: An increase in the frequency of CSDs from 10 to 11 seems to indicate a potential impact.  Added text to clarify that this would still not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the NPDES permit. Please verify. 


Further, as discussed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the SFPUC will be constructing future improvements to increase the capacity of the Mariposa pPump sStationpump station and associated facilities, and this would increase the amount of wastewater that could be conveyed to the SEWPCP and Northpoint Wet Weather facilities for treatment, resulting in a corresponding reduction in CSD volumes from the Mariposa sub-basin (see Impacts C-UT-2 and C-UT-4).


Effluent Discharges from SEWPCP


As discussed in Impact HY-6, if the proposed office space includes biotech uses, the project could result in discharge of biohazardous and radioactive materials that, if improperly handled, could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP. The cumulative effects of wastewater discharges containing such materials could result in an exceedance of the NPDES discharge limitations of the SEWPCP, resulting in a potentially significant cumulative impact. However, the project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant) with implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2, which requires installation of wastewater sampling ports for business that discharge unusual materials to facilitate sampling. 


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity 


As discussed in Impact HY-6, the project site would be served by the existing Mission Bay South separate stormwater infrastructure and the project would conform to the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines for treatment of stormwater runoff to separate stormwater systems. Similar to the proposed project, all of the future projects in the vicinity that disturb greater than 5,000 square feet would be required to comply with the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines, which require capture and treatment of stormwater discharged to separate stormwater systems. Therefore, cumulative impacts within the Mission Bay South area related to exceeding the capacity of a stormwater system, providing additional sources of polluted runoff, and water quality degradation as a result of direct stormwater discharges would be less than significant.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This does not really address the impact.  This should describe the capacity of the system and explain that the project plus other projects will not exceed the capacity. 


Litter


As discussed in Impact HY-6, the project’s water quality impacts related to littering would be less than significant through compliance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code and the City ordinances addressing recycling and composting of wastes as well as the project's proposed event center site management practices (including implementation of the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy).  Other projects in the area are also required to comply with these requirements.   Therefore, the project's contribution to cumulative water quality impacts related to litter would not be cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than significant).


Comparison to FSEIR Significance Determination


Dry Weather Flow to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address cumulative effects related to dry weather flows to the City’s combined sewer system. However, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay Plan would generate approximately 2.5 mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow), or 3.7 percent of the volume of wastewater treated at the SEWPCP at the time of FSEIR publication, and determined this to be a less than significant impact.


Under full build out of [__________],, average wastewater flows in the Mariposa sub-basin would be 1.69 mgd, or less than 3 percent of the 60 mgd of wastewater currently treated at the SEWPCP. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially severe impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Wet Weather Flow to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Plan’s estimated 0.2 percent contribution to the 11 percent cumulative increase in Bayside combined sewer discharge volumes would be a significant impact. The Plan’s contribution would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 requiring design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the combined sewer do not contribute to combined sewer discharges.


As described in Section 5.9.2.3 (FSEIR Mitigation Approach) above, the master developer has implemented Mitigation Scenario B that includes separating the stormwater collection system and sanitary sewer in the reconfigured Central and Mariposa sub-basins in Mission Bay South. Implementation of this mitigation approach satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 and is estimated to reduce total Bayside CSD volume by 33 million gallons per year, less than baseline conditions before the Mission Bay Plan was implemented.


As discussed above, under the worst case conditions analyzed, cumulative wastewater discharges to the Mariposa sub-basin could increase the volume of each CSD from the Mariposa sub-basin by about 7.98 million gallons but would not increase the long-term average frequency of CSD events from this sub-basin. While the cumulative wastewater flows would result in slightly more severe effects than analyzed in the FSEIR, this impact would be less than significant because the long-term average frequency of CSD events would not be exceeded and the system would remain in compliance with the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and Bbaysidebayside wet-weather facilities. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe cumulative impacts related to CSD events than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Effluent Discharges from SEWPCP. Cumulative impacts related to exceeding the discharge limitations of the SEWPCP were not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, while the cumulative effects of wastewater discharges containing radioactive and biohazardous materials could be potentially significant, the contribution of both the project and the Mission Bay Plan would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant) with implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially severe impacts relative to those analyzed in the FSEIR.


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on the quality of near-shore waters of the Bay and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) as a result of direct stormwater discharges. However, the Plan’s contribution would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.4. The Mission Bay South storm drain infrastructure was constructed in accordance with Mitigation Scenario B described in the Mission Bay FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses and conforms to the requirements of this mitigation measure. The proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR regarding this topic.


Litter. Cumulative impacts related to littering were not considered in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Regardless, the proposed project would not result in any new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more severe cumulative impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-HY-3: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a significant impact related to exposing people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding. (Less than Significant)


As described in Section 5.9.3.2, Flooding, the City’s Bay shoreline will be subject to an increased risk of flooding in the future due to sea level rise. Accordingly, the geographic scope for impacts related to flood risk includes those areas in the project vicinity that could be subject to flooding by 2100. Past, present, and foreseeable future development in such areas could expose people or structures to a cumulatively significant risk of loss, injury or death due to flooding. However, as described above, the proposed project would be designed and constructed in accordance with flood resistant building standards and could feasibly be adapted as necessary to respond to future flood hazards. Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to future flood hazard risks due to sea level rise would not be cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than significant).


Comparison to FSEIR Significance Determination 


Cumulative impacts related to future flooding were not considered in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Regardless, the proposed project would not result in any new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more severe cumulative impacts on future flooding relative to those analyzed in the FSEIR.
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This section describes the existing noise environment in the project area and identifies the potential for noise and vibration associated with implementation of the proposed project to adversely affect established sensitive land uses or land use activities. The impact analysis evaluates the potential noise and vibration impacts of the proposed project and identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts.
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Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The noise setting for the Mission Bay area discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR differs from the existing setting today primarily in terms of the number of noise sources that exist in the area. Specifically, at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR much of the Mission Bay area was underdeveloped. Since 1998, the development of the UCSF Mission Bay campus, AT&T Park and residential towers in North Mission Bay have introduced new noise sources to the area, particularly vehicle traffic. Additionally, the Muni Third Street light rail line has been constructed which is a new noise source along that corridor in front of the project site. 


Another aspect of the noise setting that has changed since adoption of the 1998 SEIR is the number of noise sensitive uses that now exist in the Mission Bay area. In 1998 the Mission Bay area was developed primarily with industrial uses. Since that time residential uses have been developed including residential housing at the UCSF Mission Bay campus as well as in the north Mission Bay area. There have been no significant changes to the regulatory environment with regard to noise since certification of the 1998 FSEIR.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Noise impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included all of the Mission Bay plan area, including Blocks 29-32. The construction noise impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR for standard construction equipment. Noise from pile driving was identified as a significant impact mitigated to less than significant with Mitigation Measure G.1 to implement noise-reducing pile driving techniques. 


The construction vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR. Although the analysis acknowledged the potential existence of noise sensitive equipment in the area, it was determined that vibration from pile driving did not represent a physical impact on people or the environment, and was therefore less than significant under CEQA. A potential operational vibration impact was identified for the westernmost block of North Mission Bay due to proximity to the Caltrain tracks, which was mitigated to a less than significant level by implementation of Mitigation Measure G.2 to assess vibration levels and, if necessary, employ vibration-reducing foundation construction techniques for structure in that block.


Amplified sound was addressed in the 1998 FSEIR with respect to concert events at the San Francisco Giants ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation (implementation of a plan that limits concert events per year and limits the noise generated by these events to a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient levels) that was identified in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR. 


Traffic noise increases were identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR and no mitigation measures were required. Crowd noise from the Giants ballpark such as applause and cheering was assessed in combination with concert noise and found to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures were required for that impact.
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Noise Background


Sound is characterized by various parameters that describe the rate of oscillation (frequency) of sound waves, the distance between successive troughs or crests in the wave, the speed that it travels, and the pressure level or energy content of a given sound. The sound pressure level has become the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient sound, and the decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound intensity. Because sound can vary in intensity by over one million times within the range of human hearing, a logarithmic loudness scale is used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and manageable level. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound frequencies within the entire spectrum, human response is factored into sound descriptions in a process called “A-weighting,” expressed as “dBA.” The dBA, or Aweighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement that approximates the range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of different frequencies. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing extends from about 0 dBA to about 140 dBA. An increase of 10-dBA in the level of a continuous noise represents a perceived doubling of loudness. The noise levels presented herein are expressed in terms of dBA, unless otherwise indicated. Table 5.3-1 shows some representative noise sources and their corresponding noise levels in dBA.[footnoteRef:2] [2: 	United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), The Noise Guidebook, 1985, http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/environment/training/guidebooks/noise; divided into chapters with Chapter 1 at http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=DOC_16414.pdf, accessed October 14, 2014.] 



Planning for acceptable noise exposure must take into account the types of activities and corresponding noise sensitivity in a specified location for a generalized land use type. Some general guidelines are as follows: sleep disturbance can occur at levels above 35 dBA; interference with human speech begins at about 60 dBA; and hearing damage can result from prolonged exposure to noise levels in excess of 85 to 90 dBA.[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	United States Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, March 1974, http://www.fican.org/pdf/
EPA_Noise_Levels_Safety_1974.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 
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Table 5.3-1
Typical Sound Levels Measured in the Environment


			Examples of Common, 
Easily Recognized Sounds


			Decibels (dBA)
at 50 feet


			Subjective
Evaluations





			Near Jet Engine


			140


			Deafening





			Threshold of Pain (Discomfort)


			130


			





			Threshold of Feeling – Hard Rock Band


			120


			





			Accelerating Motorcycle (at a few feet away)


			110


			





			Loud Horn (at 10 feet away)


			100


			Very Loud





			Noisy Urban Street


			90


			





			Noisy Factory


			85


			





			School Cafeteria with Untreated Surfaces


			80


			Loud





			Near Freeway Auto Traffic


			60


			Moderate





			Average Office


			50


			





			Soft Radio Music in Apartment


			40


			Faint





			Average Residence Without Stereo Playing


			30


			





			Average Whisper


			20


			Very Faint





			Rustle of Leaves in Wind


			10


			





			Human Breathing


			5


			





			Threshold of Audibility


			0


			











NOTE: Continuous exposure above 85 dBA is likely to degrade the hearing of most people. Range of speech is 50 to 70 dBA.





SOURCE: United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, The Noise Guidebook, 1985.








Attenuation of Noise


Line sources of noise, such as roadway traffic, attenuate (lessen) at a rate of 3.0 to 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equation for cylindrical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. 


Point sources of noise,[footnoteRef:4] including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles or onsite construction equipment, attenuate at a rate of 6.0 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equations for spherical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that noise from line and point sources to a distance of 200 feet attenuates at rates of between 3.0 and 6.0 dBA per doubling of distance, and the noise from line and point sources at a distance greater than 200 feet attenuates at a rate of 4.5 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance, to account for the absorption of noise waves due to ground surfaces such as soft dirt, grass, bushes, and intervening structures.[footnoteRef:5] [4: 	Point sources and line sources are further defined by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as follows:
Sound from a small localized source (approximating a "point" source) radiates uniformly outward as it travels away from the source in a spherical pattern. The sound level attenuates or drops off at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of the distance (6 dBA/DD). This decrease, due to the geometric spreading of the energy over an ever increasing area, is referred to as the inverse square law. However, highway traffic noise is not a single, stationary point source of sound. The movement of the vehicles makes the source of the sound appear to emanate from a line (line source) rather than a point when viewed over some time interval. This results in cylindrical spreading rather than the spherical spreading of a point source. (Source: Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009.)]  [5: 	California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/tens_complete2009RedlineScreenProcess.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 



Noise Descriptors


Time variations in noise exposure are typically expressed in terms of a steady-state energy level (Leq) that represents the acoustical energy of a given measurement. Leq is used to describe noise over a specified period of time, in terms of a single numerical value. The Leq is the constant sound level that would contain the same acoustic energy as the varying sound level, during the same time period (i.e., the average noise exposure level for the given time period).The L90 is also a noise metric that can be used to describe existing ambient noise levels. Because community receptors are more sensitive to unwanted noise intrusion during the evening and at night, state law requires that, for planning purposes, an artificial dBA increment be added to “quiet time” noise levels to form a 24hour noise descriptor called the day-night noise level (DNL). DNL adds a 10dBA penalty during the night hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). The maximum noise level (Lmax) is the maximum instantaneous noise level measured during the measurement period of interest.


Health Effects of Environmental Noise


The World Health Organization (WHO) is perhaps the best source of current knowledge regarding the health effects of noise impacts because European nations have continued to study noise and its health effects, while the United States Environmental Protection Agency all but eliminated its noise investigation and control program in the 1970s.[footnoteRef:6] According to WHO, sleep disturbance can occur when continuous indoor noise levels exceed 30 dBA or when intermittent interior noise levels reach 45 dBA, particularly if background noise is low. With a bedroom window slightly open (a reduction from outside to inside of 15 dB), the WHO criteria suggest that exterior continuous (ambient) nighttime noise levels should be 45 dBA or below, and short-term events should not generate noise in excess of 60 dBA. WHO also notes that maintaining noise levels within the recommended levels during the first part of the night is believed to be effective for the ability of people to initially fall asleep.[footnoteRef:7] [6: 	The San Francisco General Plan Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise, presented below in Figure 5.3-2, were created during the same era.]  [7: 	World Health Organization, Guidelines for Community Noise, Geneva, 1999, http://www.who.int/ docstore/peh/noise/guidelines2.html, accessed July 9, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2007.0903E.] 



Other potential health effects of noise identified by WHO include decreased performance for complex cognitive tasks, such as reading, attention span, problem solving, and memorization; physiological effects such as hypertension and heart disease (after many years of constant exposure, often by workers, to high noise levels); and hearing impairment (again, generally after long-term occupational exposure, although shorter-term exposure to very high noise levels, for example, exposure several times a year to concert noise at 100 dBA, can also damage hearing). Finally, noise can cause annoyance and can trigger emotional reactions like anger, depression, and anxiety. WHO reports that, during daytime hours, few people are seriously annoyed by activities with noise levels below 55 dBA or moderately annoyed with noise levels below 50 dBA.


Vehicle traffic and continuous sources of machinery and mechanical noise contribute to ambient noise levels. Short-term noise sources, such as truck backup beepers, the crashing of material being loaded or unloaded, car doors slamming, and engines revving outside a nightclub, contribute very little to 24-hour noise levels but are capable of causing sleep disturbance and severe annoyance. The importance of noise to receptors depends on both time and context. For example, long-term high noise levels from large traffic volumes can make conversation at a normal voice level difficult or impossible, while short-term peak noise levels, if they occur at night, can disturb sleep.


Existing Noise Environment


Long-term environmental noise in urbanized areas is primarily dependent on vehicle traffic volumes and the mix of vehicle types. The existing ambient noise environment within the project area is dominated by vehicular traffic on Third Street and 16th Street. The San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) operated light rail service along Third Street contributes to the local noise environment. Sporting events and occasional outdoor concerts at AT&T Park totaling more than 82 events per year generate vehicle traffic that is routed south along Third Street, Illinois Street (south of Mariposa Street), and Terry A. Francois Boulevard in the area, resulting in increased periods of traffic-related noise before and particularly after events. Additionally, the newly operational UCSF Hospital, southwest of the project site on Third Street operates a helipad to accept transfers of critically ill persons from community hospitals to UCSF for the medical care. Neither the Muni light rail nor the AT&T Park were in operation at the time of certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, although both were discussed in the cumulative noise analysis.


The San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) has mapped transportation noise throughout the City and County of San Francisco, based on modeled baseline traffic volumes derived from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority travel demand model.[footnoteRef:8] DPH maps indicate the areas subject to noise levels over 60 dBA (DNL) and the range of DNL noise levels that occur on every street in San Francisco. The portions of these maps that cover the project area indicate that areas nearest Third Street between Channel Street and 16th Street experience roadway noise levels in excess of 70 dBA (DNL), while noise levels along Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street are generally between 65 and 70 dBA (DNL). [8: 	San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), San Francisco City-wide Noise Map, August 2006, Available online at http://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/ehsPublsdocs/Noise/noisemap2.pdf Accessed April 30, 2013. ] 



Ambient Noise Measurements


Ambient long-term (24-hour) and short-term (15-minute) noise measurement data were collected in October of 2014 and April of 2015 in the project area to characterize noise conditions at locations in the project area; noise measurement locations are shown in Figure 5.3-1. To characterize ambient noise in the project area, short-term measurement data were collected at locations where residential and hospital land uses exist near the project site (Madrone Mission Bay residential towers on Mission Bay Boulevard North; and the new UCSF hospital southwest of the project site on Third Street), as described in Table 5.3-2. Long-term noise data were collected for the residential land use nearest the project site—the UCSF housing development (Hearst Tower)—located northwest of the project site on Third Street, and are presented in Table 5.3-3.


[bookmark: _Toc410050604]Table 5.3-2
Short-Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Time


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Hourly Leq


			L90


			Lmax





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			3:10- 3:35 p.m.


			70.1


			59


			88.9





			2.	UCSF Hospital 560 feet southwest of the Project site


			8:56 – 9:11 a.m.


			67.0


			61


			81.2











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level; Lmax is the maximum noise level.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014, 2015.








[bookmark: _Toc410050605]Table 5.3-3
Long- Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Day-Night Noise level (DNL)


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Daytime hourly average Leq


			Daytime hourly average L90


			Nighttime hourly average Leq


			Nighttime hourly average L90





			3a.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
No Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site 


			75


			71


			61


			68


			55





			3b.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
With Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site


			75


			71


			61


			68


			56











NOTE:	See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Nighttime noise levels represented are for the hours between 10:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. as the hours most likely to be affected by crowd egress from future events.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.








The long term measurements were collected over a two-day period reflecting conditions both with and without a San Francisco Giants baseball game occurring at AT&T Park. As indicated in Table 5.3-3, the occurrence of the SF Giants game did not meaningfully affect the noise levels averaged over the 15 daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) or the 9 nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Data indicate that the SF Giants game traffic predominantly affects the hour after the 



Figure 5.3-1
Noise Measurement Locations



end of the game by increasing noise levels approximately 2.9 dBA, while noise levels for the hours prior to the game are not noticeably increased.


Vibration Background


Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Several different methods are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV is most frequently used to describe physical vibration impacts on buildings. Typically, groundborne vibration generated by human activities attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. Sensitive receptors to vibration include people (especially residents, the elderly, and sick people), structures (especially older masonry structures), and vibration-sensitive equipment.


Another useful vibration descriptor is known as vibration decibels or VdBs. VdBs are generally used when evaluating human response to vibration, as opposed to structural damage (for which PPV is the more commonly used descriptor). Vibration decibels are established relative to a reference quantity, typically 1 x 10-6 inches per second.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006. ] 



Sources of vibration in the project area primarily consist of Muni streetcars traveling along Third Street. Most motor vehicles and trucks have independent suspension systems that substantially reduce if not eliminate vibration generation, barring discontinuities in the roadway.


Sensitive Receptors


Sensitive receptors for noise are generally considered to include hospitals, nursing homes, senior citizen centers, schools, churches, libraries, and residences. The sensitive receptors nearest to the project site are residential and hospital uses, as identified in Table 5.3-4. The nearest library to the project site is 1,300 feet away on Owens Street; the nearest church is 3,100 feet away, and the closest school (El-Hi) is 2,800 feet away. The future Mission Bay school site is 1,900 feet away. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050606]Table 5.3-4
Sensitive Noise Receptors in the Project Area


			Receptor Type 


			Distance from Project Area 





			Residential: UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 (Hearst Tower)


			200 feet northwest





			Residential: Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers


			800 feet to the north, on Mission Bay Boulevard North





			UCSF Hospital: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital facility at Mission Bay, plus the UCSF Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital and the UCSF Bakar Cancer Hospital


			560 feet to the southwest of the proposed Project











SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.
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Federal Regulations


HUD Noise Abatement and Control


The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) environmental noise regulations are set forth in 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B, Noise Abatement and Control. According to the regulations, “It is HUD’s general policy to provide minimum national standards applicable to HUD programs to protect citizens against excessive noise in their communities and places of residence.”[footnoteRef:10] These regulations include criteria for assessing whether a HUD project is suitable for a particular site, given the background noise levels. HUD has defined the suitability of a site for new housing construction based on existing noise levels as follows:  [10: 	HUD, Noise Abatement and Control, 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B. ] 



· Acceptable—65 dB day-night average sound level (DNL) or less; 


· Normally unacceptable—Exceeding 65 dB DNL but not exceeding 75 dB DNL; and 


· Unacceptable—Exceeding 75 dB DNL.


The HUD regulations also include a goal (not a standard) that interior noise levels not exceed 45 dB DNL.[footnoteRef:11] Sound attenuating features such as barriers or sound attenuating building materials shall be used to achieve the interior noise goal where feasible. Standard building construction generally provides 20 dB DNL of sound attenuation; therefore, if the exterior noise environment is classified as “acceptable,” according to HUD standards, the interior noise environment should not exceed 45 dB DNL. The HUD regulations also encourage the use of quieter construction equipment and methods.[footnoteRef:12] [11: 	24 CFR, Section 51.103(c)]  [12: 	24 CFR, Section 51.101(7)] 



Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) develops noise exposure maps that use average annual DNL noise contours around the airport as the primary noise descriptor. The FAA states that all land uses are considered compatible when aircraft noise effects are less than 65 decibels (dB) DNL. San Francisco International Airport is approximately seven miles south, and Oakland International Airport is approximately nine miles east, of the project site. The project site is outside the 55 dB CNEL noise contour of both airports.[footnoteRef:13] [13: 	San Francisco International Airport, Aircraft Noise Abatement Office, Mapping Tools, Internet Web Site: http://www.flyquietsfo.com/mapping_tools.asp, Accessed July 9, 2013, and Oakland International Airport, Fourth Quarter 2008 Noise Contours. Internet website: http://www2.oaklandairport.com/noise/pdfs/
2008_Annual_Noise_Contour_Map.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013, March 2009.] 







State Regulations


State regulations include requirements for the construction of new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings that are intended to limit the extent of noise transmitted into habitable spaces. These requirements are collectively known as the California Noise Insulation Standards and are found in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.


The State of California updated its Building Code requirements with respect to sound transmission, effective January 2014. Section 1207 of the California Building Code (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) establishes material requirements in terms of sound transmission class (STC) [footnoteRef:14] rating of 50 for all common interior walls and floor/ceiling assemblies between adjacent dwelling units or between dwelling units and adjacent public area. The previous code requirements (before 2014) set an interior performance standard of 45 dBA from exterior noise sources. This requirement will be re-instated in July of 2015. [14: 	The STC is used as a measure of a materials ability to reduce sound. The STC is equal to the number of decibels a sound is reduced as it passes through a material. ] 



Local Regulations


San Francisco General Plan


Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise


The Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan contains Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise.[footnoteRef:15] These guidelines, which are similar to but differ somewhat from state guidelines promulgated by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, indicate maximum acceptable exterior noise levels for various newly developed land uses. The City’s guidelines, which are presented in Figure 5.3-2, indicate exterior noise levels that might be inappropriate for sensitive land uses and would therefore require additional noise insulation considerations beyond standard practices. Though this figure presents a range of noise levels that are considered compatible or incompatible with various land uses, the maximum “satisfactory” noise level is 60 dBA (DNL) for residential and hotel uses; 65 dBA (DNL) for school classrooms, libraries, churches, and hospitals; 70 dBA (DNL) for playgrounds, parks, office buildings, retail commercial uses, and noise-sensitive manufacturing/communications uses; and 77 dBA for other commercial uses such as wholesale, some retail, industrial/manufacturing, transportation, communications, and utilities. If these uses are proposed to be located in areas with noise levels that exceed these guidelines, a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements will normally be necessary prior to final review and approval.  [15: 	City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, adopted on June 27, 1996, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/index.htm, accessed July 9, 2013.] 




INSERT Figure 5.3-2
SF Land Use Compatibility Chart






Noise-Related Policies


The following policies of the San Francisco General Plan Environmental Protection Element that relate to noise issues are relevant to the proposed project:


Policy 10.1: Promote site planning, building orientation and design and interior layout that will lessen noise intrusion. Because sound levels drop as distance from the source increases, building setbacks can play an important role in reducing noise for the building occupants. Buildings sited with their narrower dimensions facing the noise source and sited to shield or be shielded by other buildings also help reduce noise intrusion. Although walls with no windows or small windows cut down on noise from exterior sources, in most cases it would not be feasible or desirable to eliminate wall openings. However, interior layout can achieve similar results by locating rooms whose use require more quiet, such as bedrooms, away from the street noise.


Policy 10.2: Promote the incorporation of noise insulation materials in new construction. State-imposed noise insulation standards apply to all new residential structures except detached single-family dwellings. Protection against exterior noise and noise within a building is also important in many nonresidential structures. Builders should be encouraged to take into account prevailing noise levels and to include noise insulation materials as needed to provide adequate insulation.


Policy 11.1: Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds the noise compatibility guidelines for that use. New development should be examined to determine whether background and/or thoroughfare noise level of the site is consistent with the guidelines for the proposed use. If the noise levels for the development site….exceed the sound level guidelines established for that use, as shown in the accompanying land use compatibility chart, then either needed noise insulation features should be incorporated in the design or else the construction or development should not be undertaken. 


Policy 11.3: Locate new noise-generating development so that the noise impact is reduced. Developments which will bring appreciable traffic into or through noise-sensitive areas should be discouraged, if there are appropriate alternative locations where the noise impact would be less. For those activities—such as a hospital—that need a quiet environment, yet themselves generate considerable traffic, the proper location presents a dilemma. In those cases, the new development should locate where this traffic will not present a problem and, if necessary, incorporate the proper noise insulation.


San Francisco Noise Ordinance


In San Francisco, regulation of noise is stipulated in Article 29 of the Police Code (Regulation of Noise), which states that the City’s policy is to prohibit unnecessary, excessive, and offensive noises from all sources subject to police power. Sections 2907 and 2908 of Article 29 regulate construction equipment and construction work at night, while Section 2909 provides for limits on stationary-source noise from machinery and equipment. Sections 2907 and 2908 are enforced by the Department of Building Inspection, and Section 2909 is enforced by the Department of Public Health. Summaries of these and other relevant sections are presented below.


Sections Regulating Construction Noise


Sections 2907(a) and (b) of the Police Code state that it shall be unlawful for any person, including the City and County of San Francisco, to operate any powered construction equipment, regardless of age or date of acquisition, if the operation of such equipment emits noise at a level in excess of 80 dBA when measured at a distance of 100 feet from such equipment, or an equivalent sound level at some other convenient distance. Exemptions from this requirement include:


· Impact tools and equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation; and


· Pavement breakers and jackhammers equipped with acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation.


Section 2908 prohibits any person, between the hours of 8:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, from erecting, constructing, demolishing, excavating for, altering, or repairing any building or structure if the noise level created is in excess of the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the nearest property line unless a special permit has been applied for and granted by the Director of Public Works.


Sections Regulating Operational Noise


Section 2909 establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. For example, the noise limits for commercial and industrial properties (Section 2909(b)) provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. If the noise generated from commercial and industrial properties is generated from a licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission, such use shall not produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBC[footnoteRef:16] above the local ambient level at the property plane in addition to the 8 dBA standard. [16: 	C-weighted decibels include low-frequency sounds that are more common to amplified sound/concerts. ] 



For noise generated by residential properties, the noise limits are 5 dBA above the ambient level at any point outside of the property plane of a residential use. The noise limits for public property provide that no person shall produce a noise level more than 10 dBA above the local ambient level at a distance of 25 feet or more on public property. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. None of the noise limits set forth in this section apply to activity for which the City and County of San Francisco has issued a permit that contains noise limit provisions that are different from those set forth in this article. Additionally, the Directors of Public Health, Public Works, or Building Inspection, or the Entertainment Commission, or the Chief of Police may grant variances to noise regulations, over which they have jurisdiction pursuant to Section 2916.


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise, within the City and County of San Francisco and consists of the following regulations:


1. The only sounds permitted are music or human speech.


2. Hours of operation permitted shall be between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.; operation after 10:00 p.m. is permitted only at the location of a public event or affair of general public interest or as otherwise permitted by the Entertainment Commission. 


3. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission, sound shall not be issued within 450 feet of hospitals, schools, churches, courthouses, public libraries, or mortuaries. 


4. No sound truck with its amplifying device in operation shall traverse any one block in the City and County more than four times in any one calendar day. 


5. Amplified human speech and music shall not be unreasonably loud, raucous, jarring, or disturbing to persons of normal sensitiveness within the area of audibility, nor louder than permitted in Subsections (6) and (7) hereof. 


6. When the sound truck is in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 450 feet from its source; provided, however, that when the sound truck is stopped by traffic, the said sound amplifying equipment shall not be operated for longer than one minute at such a stop. 


7. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission for public gatherings, in all cases where sound amplifying equipment remains at one location or when the sound truck is not in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 250 feet from the periphery of the attendant audience. 


8. No sound amplifying equipment shall be operated unless the axis of the center of any sound reproducing equipment used shall be parallel to the direction of travel of the sound truck; provided, however, that any sound reproducing equipment may be so placed upon said sound truck as to not vary more than 15 degrees on either side of the axis of the center of the direction of travel and, provided further, that radial, nondirectional type of loudspeakers may be used on said sound trucks either alone or in conjunction with sound reproducing equipment placed within 15 degrees of the center line of the direction of travel. 


San Francisco Entertainment Commission Permits


Section 90.1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code establishes the role of the San Francisco Entertainment Commission to regulate, promote and enhance the field of entertainment in San Francisco. The seven-member commission has powers to accept, review, and gather information to conduct hearings for entertainment-related permit applications and rule upon and issue, deny, condition, suspend, revoke or transfer entertainment-related permits in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. Additionally, the Entertainment Commission plans and coordinates the provision of City services for major events for which there is no recognized organizer, promoter, or sponsor.


The Entertainment Commission has permit authority over a variety of different permit types including Place of Entertainment permits, Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker permits, and Limited Live Performance permits. Permit hearings require the applicant to provide proof of neighborhood outreach to the Commission. Such outreach must consist of at least two of four types of outreach: (1) presentation to a neighborhood, community or residential group; (2) presentation to the leadership of a local not-for-profit that deals with community support such as housing, at risk youth, health, or mental services; (3) a petition including an appropriate number of neighbor signatures according to the applicants business address; and/or (4) presentation to a business association if no community organization or not-for-profit exists near the venue.


The Commission has also established a Good Neighbor Policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes the following policies that address noise generation (numbering refers to the numbers listed in the Good Neighbor Policy):


1.	Notices shall be well-lit and prominently displayed at all entrances to and exits from the establishment urging patrons to leave the establishment and neighborhood in a quiet, peaceful and orderly fashion and to please not litter or block driveways in the neighborhood.


2.	Employees of the establishment shall be posted at all entrances and exits to the establishment during the period from 10:00 p.m. to such time past closing that all patrons have left the premises. These employees shall insure that patrons waiting to enter the establishment and those exiting the premises are urged to respect the quiet and cleanliness of the neighborhood as they walk to their parked vehicle or otherwise leave the area.


7.	The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


8.	There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police code section 2900.


9.	The establishment shall implement other conditions and/or management practices necessary to insure that management and/or patrons of the establishments maintain the quiet, safety and cleanliness of the premises and the vicinity of the use, and do not block driveways of neighboring residents or businesses.


10.	Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


11.	Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


13.	In addition, a manager or other responsible person shall answer a cell phone for at least two hours after the close of business to allow for police and emergency personnel or other City personnel to contact that person concerning incidents.


Mission Bay Good Neighbor or Construction Noise Policy


The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy regarding construction noise is a standard policy of the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) that applies to all development within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area. It specifies that:


Pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) shall be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays. Requests for pile driving on Saturdays may be considered on a case-by-case basis by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) with approval at the sole discretion of the OCII Executive Director.


City holidays recognized under this policy include New Years Day, Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Day, President's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Columbus Day, Veterans Day, Thanksgiving Day, the day after Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day.


[bookmark: _Toc410050842]Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to noise and vibration if it were to:


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels;


· Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


· Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the noise analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, page 59), which also explains that criteria related to public airports are not applicable to the proposed project and why the proposed project would not be substantially affected by existing noise levels. No further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section. However, the potential impacts of noise from the operation of the private helipad at the UCSF hospital are addressed with regard to potential impacts on the project.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Construction Impact Methodology – Noise


To assess potential short-term construction noise impacts, sensitive receptors and their relative exposure (considering structural barriers and distance) were identified. Combined intermittent noise levels from the simultaneous operation of onsite equipment expected to be used in project construction were estimated based on equipment noise data published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), as shown in Table 5.3-5. The sources assessed were identified by the project sponsor as likely equipment to be used during project construction. The roadway noise construction model of the FHWA was then used to predict noise levels at the nearest receptors during both pile driving activity and non-impact construction activity.


[bookmark: _Toc410050607]Table 5.3-5
Typical Noise Levels from Construction Equipment


			Construction Equipment


			Noise Level (dBA, Lmax at 50 feet )





			Dump Truck


			76





			Air Compressor


			78





			Street Sweeper 


			82





			Excavator


			81





			Scraper


			84





			Loader


			79





			Tractor/Dozer


			82





			Rapid Impact Compactora


			90





			Auger Drill Rig


			84





			Crane, Mobile


			81





			Forkliftb


			84





			Concrete saw


			90





			Grout-mixing Plant (pump)


			81





			Grandall Forklift


			83





			Concrete Mixer


			79











SOURCE:	Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User Guide, 2006.





a. From  Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, 2007. 


b. From Ventura County Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan, 2010.








Proposed construction activities would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance and the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy limits pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. As long as project construction activities comply with the noise ordinance, construction noise impacts from non-impact equipment would be considered less than significant. If construction activities using non-impact equipment would exceed these standards and the restrictions of the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, then the noise effects would be potentially significant and mitigation measures would be required. 


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not identify any quantitative noise limit standard for impact equipment. To assess the potential impacts related to rapid impact compaction, this analysis employs the general assessment construction noise assessment methodology and criteria suggested by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).[footnoteRef:17] This guidance identifies a 1-hour Leq of 90 dBA for daytime and 80 dBA for nighttime construction noise exposure at residential uses. Commercial and industrial land use exposure to construction noise of 100 dBA is suggested as an assessment criterion. [17: 	U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.] 



In addition to the above criteria, to determine if the proposed project would result in a substantial temporary increase in noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project, persistent construction equipment noise related to an increase of 10 dBA over the existing noise levels would represent a perceived doubling of loudness and is considered a substantial temporary increase in noise levels warranting implementation of construction noise control measures. Consistent with FTA and FHWA methodology, this increase in construction noise is assessed relative to an hourly Leq and also accounts for equipment percentage uses as inventoried by FHWA.


Construction Impact Methodology –Vibration


Vibration impacts are considered significant if they would either result in levels substantial enough to result in damage to nearby structures or buildings, or result in vibration levels generally accepted as an annoyance to sensitive land uses. Groundborne noise occurs when vibrations transmitted through the ground result in secondary radiation of noise. Groundborne noise is generally associated with transit trains through tunnels and underground blasting activities, neither of which is proposed as part of this project, and therefore, this analysis is focused on groundborne vibration. 


The local regulations of the affected jurisdictions in the project area do not address vibration or provide numerical thresholds for identifying groundborne vibration impacts. In the absence of local regulatory significance thresholds for vibration from construction equipment, this evaluation uses the Caltrans-identified peak particle velocity (PPV) thresholds for adverse human reaction and risk of architectural damage to buildings. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second (in/sec) PPV.[footnoteRef:18] For building damage, the threshold depends on the architectural characteristics of the potentially affected structure (see Table 5.3-6).  [18: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 



[bookmark: _Toc410050608]TABLE 5.3-6
Caltrans Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria 


			Structure Type and Condition


			Transient Vibration Sourcesa


			Continuous Frequent Intermittent Vibration Sourcesb





			


			Maximum Peak Particle Velocity (PPV), 
inches per second (in/sec)





			Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient monuments


			0.12


			0.08





			Fragile buildings


			0.2


			0.1





			Historic and some old buildings


			0.5


			0.25





			Older residential structures


			0.5


			0.3





			New residential structures


			1.0


			0.5





			Modern industrial/commercial buildings


			2.0


			0.5











NOTES: 


a	Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls.


b	Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.





SOURCE: Caltrans, 2013.








Operational Impact Methodology


Operational noise issues evaluated in this section include (1) noise generated by automobile and bus traffic that would occur during typical daily conditions with the project and during event conditions; and (2) compatibility of potential future uses with San Francisco Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise. Traffic noise modeling was completed using the Federal Highway Administration Traffic Noise Model. 


Traffic noise level significance is determined by comparing the increase in noise levels (traffic contribution only) to increments recognized by Caltrans as representing a perceptible increase in noise levels. Additionally, it is widely accepted methodology by both FTA[footnoteRef:19] and the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON)[footnoteRef:20] that thresholds should be more stringent for environments that are already noise impacted. Consequently, for noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 3 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.[footnoteRef:21] [19: 	Ibid.]  [20: 	Federal Interagency Committee on Noise, Federal Agency Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues, August 1992.]  [21: 	Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, September 2013, p. 2-44.] 



Operational noise from non-transportation sources such as egress of patrons from events or sound amplification equipment in common areas are assessed based on noise increases of 8 dBA (for noise generated by commercial uses) over existing ambient (L90) levels and any applicable restrictions of the City’s noise ordinance and Police Code. Although these operational noise increases would be of limited duration, they would be expected to occur throughout the life of the project and are therefore considered permanent changes in noise conditions. 


The proposed project would not introduce new operational vibration sources (e.g., impact equipment, streetcar and rail operations, and blasting activities), and therefore, there would be no operational vibration impacts, and operational vibration is not discussed further.


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Cumulative Construction Impact Methodology


Cumulative construction noise impacts are assessed by review of the cumulative project list for proposed projects that could be constructed at the same time as the proposed project and are within close enough proximity (within 1,000 feet) to make a meaningful contribution to the construction noise impact of the proposed project. An approximation is made of the cumulative construction sound levels based on the Roadway Noise Construction Model and compared to FTA criteria for construction discussed above.


Cumulative Operations Impact Methodology


Cumulative operational noise impacts are assessed by modeling cumulative plus project roadside noise levels and comparing the results with existing modeled roadside noise levels and to Caltrans perceptibility criteria discussed above.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact NO-1: Construction of the proposed project would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. (Less than Significant)


Construction activities for the proposed project are expected to occur over a 26-month period between 2015 and 2017. Construction phases would include demolition, site preparation, excavation and soil stabilization, augering and casting of piles, placement of infrastructure, placement of foundations for structures, and fabrication of structures. Demolition and construction activities would require the use of heavy trucks, material loaders, cranes, concrete saws, and other mobile and stationary construction equipment listed in Table 5.3-5 above. Piles would be cast in place into augured holes and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver.


Other Construction Activities. Soil stabilization of the project site would involve rapid impact compaction. Rapid impact compaction is a ground improvement technique that densifies shallow, loose granular soils, using a hydraulic hammer which repeatedly strikes an impact plate. The energy is transferred to the underlying loose granular soils and rearranges the particles into a denser configuration. The impact locations are typically located on a grid pattern, the spacing of which is determined by the subsurface conditions and foundation loading and geometry.


Other construction activities such as general building construction would be less noise intrusive, involving cranes, forklifts saws, and nail guns. Trucks would be used to off-haul demolition wastes, which would also marginally increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. 


Effect on Sensitive Receptors. Construction noise would be similar in magnitude to existing Leq noise levels along Third Street, but greater than existing Leq noise levels along the waterfront. However, land uses along the waterfront are recreational and are not considered noise-sensitive land uses. Thus, temporary construction noise impacts would not cause substantial increase in noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors; this impact would be less than significant.


Demolition/Mass Excavation. Demolition and mass excavation activities at the project site would involve three excavators, three loaders, three scrapers, and two bulldozers as well as two street sweepers and trucks to off-haul material. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. Table 5.3-7 presents the resultant noise levels at each of the receptors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of excavation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050609]Rapid Impact Compaction. Construction of the proposed project would involve use of rapid impact compaction to stabilize soils on the project site. Up to three tractors with compactor attached could operate at a given time over a 3-month period. Using an estimated noise level of 90 dBA,[footnoteRef:22] a mounted impact hammer (which is also rated at 90 dBA) was used as a proxy in the Roadway Noise Construction Model to estimate noise levels from simultaneous operation of the compactors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of compaction noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. Actual noise levels would likely be up to 10 dBA less than indicated in the table, as compaction would occur within an excavation pit and surrounding earth walls would provide additional attenuation of compaction noise, particularly at the western site perimeter where excavation would be deepest. Predicted noise levels from impact compaction would also be less than 80 dBA at any residential  [22: 	Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, June 2007.] 



Table 5.3-7
noise levels from construction activities at 
sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Mass Excavation


			Compaction


			Pile Installation


			Shoring


			Building Construction





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			63.8


			64.0


			67.7


			61.6


			66.0





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site 


			71.2


			75.9


			75.7


			79.8


			73.6


			78.0





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site 


			67.0


			66.9


			66.8


			70.8


			64.6


			69.1











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








receptor and less than 100 dBA at any commercial receptor, which are thresholds suggested by FTA guidance and applied here for impact equipment (since they are not subject to the noise limit restrictions of the San Francisco construction noise ordinance).


Pile Installation. Piles for the proposed project would not be driven with an impact hammer, but rather cast in place with drilled auger holes. Pile installation activities at the project site would involve four drill rigs, four crawler cranes, two forklifts, four excavators, and concrete saws. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of pile installation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Shoring. Shoring activities at the project site would involve two drill rigs, cranes, two grout mixing plants, and two excavators. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of shoring activity noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Building Construction. Building construction at the project site would involve operation of two concrete pumps, two bobcats, four excavators, eight cranes, eight grandall lifts, and a variety of small tools and equipment (e.g., chop saws, nail guns, etc.). This would be the longest phase of construction, occurring over a 21-month period. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the noise contribution of building construction activities at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Cumulative Project Construction Noise. The construction schedule indicates that excavation, compaction, pile installation, and shoring activities could take place concurrently during two months of the construction schedule. This would represent the worst case scenario in terms of cumulative construction noise from the project. 


However, it would be impossible for all four activities to occur simultaneously at the same location (e.g., the nearest distance to a given receptor) and therefore, the cumulative noise level would not be the acoustical sum of these noise levels. To account for the geographic distribution of these potential simultaneous activities, only the noisiest activity (pile installation, due to the number of pieces of equipment) was assumed to occur at the nearest distance to a given receptor. All other activities were assumed to occur at a farther distance of 200 feet from pile installation activities. This adjustment was only meaningful for receptors No. 2 and 3 which are the closest to the project site. Predicted cumulative project construction noise levels are presented in Table 5.38, which shows that noise levels from concurrent construction activities would not exceed 10-dBA over the noise level criterion for any receptor. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050610]Table 5.3-8
Cumulative Worst case noise levels from 
construction activities at sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Concurrent Excavation, Compaction, Pile Installation and Shoring Activities





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			70.9





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site


			71.2


			80.8





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site


			67.0


			72.8











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








Other Construction Activities. During peak excavation activities, up to 400 truck trips could be generated to and from the site per day. These truck trips would increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. Assuming a 10-hour work day, the addition of 40 heavy duty truck trips to the existing peak hour traffic would increase traffic noise contributions by 2.3 dBA along Third Street during peak excavation activities. This would be a less than significant contribution to roadway noise levels.


Summary of Impact NO-1


Construction activities at the project site over a 26-month period would result in temporary increases in noise levels in the project vicinity, which could be noticeable at nearby residential and hospital land uses. Peak cumulative construction activities would occur during a 3-month period in 2015–2016 and during this time, the increase in noise levels over existing conditions would be less than 10 dBA (without mitigation). All other periods of construction would similarly be under 10 dBA. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-1, compliance with the Mission Bay Good Neighborhood Construction Noise Policy.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-1: Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy


The project sponsor shall comply with the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy and limit all extreme noise-generating construction activities to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.


Comparison of Impact NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified construction-related noise impact as less than significant with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 to address noise from impact pile driving. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 requires use of noise-reducing pile driving techniques and restricting the hours of operation. Because the proposed project would be installing piles using drilling and cast-in-place techniques, the project would be implementing Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 as part of the project, and as described above, construction noise impacts would be less than significant. Thus, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 is neither warranted nor applicable to the proposed project. 


Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to construction noise than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact NO-2: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan, noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. (Less than Significant)


Proposed construction would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, which prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. Table 5.3-5, above, presents the maximum noise levels generated by construction equipment identified by the project sponsor as likely to be used during construction. All non-impact equipment would be consistent with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, the project would not generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local, noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related noise impact with respect to consistency with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Consequently, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to consistency with established noise standards than was previously identified.


_________________________


Impact NO-3: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people and structures to or generate excessive groundborne vibration levels. (Less than Significant)


Groundborne vibration from construction activities that involve impact activities, primarily rapid impact compaction, could produce detectable vibration at nearby sensitive buildings and sensitive receptors unless proper precaution is followed.


There are no adopted state or local policies or standards for groundborne vibration. Vibration intensity is expressed as peak particle velocity (PPV), the maximum speed at which the ground moves while it temporarily shakes. Since groundshaking speeds are very slow, PPV is measured in inches per second. The average person is quite sensitive to ground motion and levels as low as 0.02 inch per second can be detected by the human body when background noise and vibration levels are low and levels of 0.1 inches per second are considered "strongly perceptible." The Federal Transit Administration has published guidance relative to vibration impacts (see Table 5.3-6, above). According to Caltrans, new structures can be exposed to groundborne vibration PPV levels of up to 0.5 inch per second without experiencing structural damage.[footnoteRef:23] [23: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 



Building Damage


Rapid impact compaction activities are proposed during the first two to three months of construction. The magnitude of vibration caused by rapid impact compaction is a function of distance from the receptor or structure of concern and the nature of surrounding soils. Groundborne vibration from activities that involve impact tools could produce significant vibration. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicates that compliance with a safe level of vibration with respect to building damage can be achieved provided that the activity occur no closer than 10 meters (33 feet) from a structure.[footnoteRef:24] The nearest structure north, across South Street, and to the south, across 16th Street would be located farther than 75 feet away, while the nearest structure to the west would be over 100 feet away. Consequently, proposed compaction activities would result in less than significant vibration impacts with respect to building damage.  [24: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Human Annoyance


Vibration levels can also result in interference or annoyance impacts at residences or other land uses where people sleep, such as hotels and hospitals. Vibration impact criteria published by Caltrans relative to these land uses are stated in terms of PPV, in inches per second. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second PPV.[footnoteRef:25] [25: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013] 



The closest residence would be the UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower), approximately 200 feet from the project site while the nearest hospital would be approximately 560 feet away. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicated that at a distance of 30 meters (100 feet), cumulative vibration energy results in maximum vibration level of 2.3 millimeters per second (0.09 inches per second).[footnoteRef:26] Because sensitive land uses would be more than 100 feet away, worst-case cumulative vibration levels generated by rapid impact compaction would be below the strongly perceptible threshold. Therefore, due to the distance of receptors from the project site, impacts from vibration with respect to human annoyance would be less than significant. [26: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Vibration-Sensitive Equipment


Land uses with operations that could be considered to have high sensitivity to vibrations include vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing, hospitals with vibration-sensitive equipment, and university research operations. The degree of sensitivity to vibration depends on the specific equipment that would be affected by the vibration as well as on the design of the specific building in which the equipment is located. Equipment such as electron microscopes and high resolution lithographic equipment can be very sensitive to vibration, and even normal optical microscopes can sometimes be difficult to use when vibration is well below the human annoyance level. Existing medical or research uses adjacent to the project site that contain vibration-sensitive equipment could experience vibration levels during construction that exceed 0.008 inches per second (65 VdB) and potentially disturb the operation of sensitive medical equipment. As discussed in the 1998 FSEIR, construction vibration effects on sensitive equipment would be a concern for users of research buildings and could be an inconvenience. However, these users are not considered sensitive receptors, and therefore, construction vibration effects are not considered a significant environmental effect under CEQA. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-2, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations. 


Summary of Impact NO-3


Rapid impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at residential or hospital receptors. All other construction activity would generate lesser vibration levels and project construction vibration-related impacts would be less than significant. However, implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-3, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations, could reduce the temporary human annoyance associated with land uses involving vibration-sensitive equipment during construction.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-3: Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Activities


At least one week prior to the start of rapid impact compaction activities, the project sponsor shall notify owners and occupants within 500 feet of the project site of the dates, hours, and expected duration of such activities.


Comparison of Impact NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR as a result of modern building design and equipment installation techniques. Similarly, as described above, the proposed project would result in less than significant vibration impacts. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to vibration than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Impact NO-4: Operation of the proposed project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Operation of the event center and mixed-use development would result in the introduction of new noise sources, both stationary and mobile, to the project area. Stationary noise sources would include the operation of five back-up diesel generators for maintenance purposes and mechanical equipment as well as the operation of public address systems and amplification equipment not only interior to the event center but also for occasional outdoor performances and events at the proposed Third Street plaza. Mobile noise sources would include increased traffic and crowd egress noise on local streets.


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance contains restrictions on noise from stationary sources, whereas noise from mobile sources is regulated at the state and federal level, generally through manufacturer specification requirements. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not address or establish restrictions on mobile sources. Therefore, the potential for adverse noise effects from stationary sources is addressed in this impact, which is specific to the standards of the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. The potential impact of mobile source operations generated by the project is addressed below under Impact NO-5 with respect to permanent increases in hourly traffic noise levels in the project vicinity and not in this impact.


This impact also addresses land use compatibility of the proposed office and retail land uses with respect to the noise standards of the San Francisco General Plan. The San Francisco General Plan establishes land use compatibility standards for land uses throughout the City for determining the compatibility of new land uses with an existing or future noise environment. Although this represents an assessment of the potential impact of the environment on the project, which is currently subject to judicial review in the State Supreme Court, noise impacts of the environment are specifically identified in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines with respect to noise from airports and private airfields. The nearby UCSF Hospital has recently constructed a helipad, the noise impacts of which is addressed as a cumulative impact under Impact C-NO-3, below. 


Stationary Noise Sources – Generators and Mechanical Equipment


The project anticipates installing on-site generators capable of providing up to three megawatts (MW) of emergency, standby and optional power to the event center in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power.[footnoteRef:27] In addition, each office and retail building would have an on-site generator capable of approximately 0.75 MW, and the proposed food hall would have a generator capable of approximately 0.5 MW, to provide fire and life safety emergency power in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power to those uses.  [27:  	Under such circumstance, the generators would provide power for fire alarms, fire command room, emergency lighting, elevators, smoke control and pressurization, fire pumps, audio system, and certain scoreboard equipment.] 



Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and the standards vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. The limits for noise generated by commercial and industrial properties such as the proposed project provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 


Under the proposed project, all emergency generators would be located within the parking structure on Lower Parking Level 1 and would be enclosed within dedicated rooms inside the lower level parking garage. Consequently, engine noise from generator testing is not expected to generate audible noise at receptors located outside of the event center and office structures. With the exception of emergency conditions during which these sources would be exempt from restrictions of the Noise Ordinance, all of these generators would be tested approximately once a week for less than one hour for maintenance purposes. 


The majority of the mechanical equipment would be located on the rooftops of each office building tower. All mechanical equipment would be either fully screened or located within a fully enclosed penthouse room enclosure. At the lower levels for the office buildings, mechanical equipment would be located within fully enclosed equipment rooms. For the event center, all mechanical equipment would be located indoors within fully enclosed equipment rooms located on various levels of the building. The only mechanical equipment on the roof would be the cooling tower, which would be fully screened on all four sides. Consequently, all proposed mechanical equipment would be screened and located sufficiently distant from receptors to be operated within the restrictions of the noise ordinance.


Under the proposed project, the generators would be located in a subgrade parking garage at a distance of approximately 300 feet from the nearest existing residential land use and are not expected to increase ambient noise levels because of their protected, subgrade location. Thus, maintenance operations of the backup generators and other mechanical equipment would not result in noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance, and the operational noise impacts from generators and other mechanical equipment would be less than significant. 


Stationary Noise Source – Amplified Sound


For certain events, portions of the proposed outdoor plazas may be equipped with video screens and speakers, which would result in increased sound-level generation. This equipment could operate prior to and/or after some basketball games or events at the event center to generate excitement. In addition, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the proposed Third Street plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events that may also involve amplified sound.


Promoters of any proposed outdoor events on the site’s outdoor plaza that would use amplified sound or music would be required to obtain a permit from the City prior to the event. Section 1060.1 of the Police Code requires a permit to conduct, operate, or maintain a place of entertainment, limited live performance locale or one-time event within the City and County of San Francisco. Concerts on the plaza would require the promoter to obtain a Limited Live Performance Permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. 


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code, while generally focused on truck-mounted amplification equipment, regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise. Hours of operation are restricted to between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., unless permitted by the San Francisco Entertainment Commission. As basketball games generally start at 7:30 p.m., operation of video screens and speakers on the plazas prior to basketball games would be consistent with these time restrictions of Article 1, Section 47.2. Operation of outdoor speakers on the plaza would require the applicant to obtain an Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker Permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing as discussed in the Setting section. Notwithstanding this consistency with the Police Code, due to the as yet unknown nature of future outdoor events at the project site, the use of amplified sound equipment would still have the potential for significant noise impacts in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) is identified to ensure that sound levels generated by amplified equipment would be consistent with Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code, which establishes a not-to-exceed (except through a variance) noise standard for fixed sources of noise and from licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission. For noise generated from a commercial property, the relevant noise limits are 8 dBA above the ambient L90 level at any point outside of the property plane of the commercial use. For a Place of Entertainment, the low-frequency dBC criterion would additionally apply, where no noise or music shall exceed the low frequency ambient criterion by more than 8 dBC.


The proposed event center would also host approximately 45 concerts a year, in addition to other events (see Chapter 3, Table 3-3), which would operate amplified sound equipment within the event center. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Entertainment Commission Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities requires permit holders to provide a cell phone point of contact to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided, Design of the proposed event center includes layers of doors and an intervening concourse, which would serve to minimize leakage of concert/event noise within the event center to the outside areas. Additionally, the proposed 160-foot office towers with 90-foot podium structure, and the proposed gatehouse building located on the west side of the site would provide a barrier between the event center and sensitive land uses to the northwest and southwest, which would further attenuate any potential leakage of interior concert/event noise. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future events within the arena, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Noise Exposure of Proposed Event Center and Office Uses


The project proposes development of office and retail land uses, which are generally not considered noise-sensitive uses. Noise monitoring in the project area indicates existing noise levels to be 75 DNL (day-night noise level) at the setback of Third Street (see Table 5.3-3 above). These levels represent the noise exposure levels which the proposed uses at the site would be subject to.


Policy 11.1 of the San Francisco General Plan identifies use of sound level guidelines established for a particular land use, as shown in the land use compatibility chart (see Figure 5.3-2, above). For sports event centers, an exterior sound level of 77 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. For office land uses such as those proposed under the project, the land use compatibility chart indicates that noise exposure of 75 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. Because both the event center and office and retail buildings would be constructed using modern materials and techniques which include ventilation systems and non-operable windows, these land uses would be consistent with the compatibility standards of the General Plan. Consequently, exposure to noise levels in excess of standards in the local general plan would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact NO-4, Operational Noise from Stationary Sources


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new stationary noise sources that would be subject to the requirements of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. These new sources include generators and mechanical equipment, as well as the potential for amplified sound within the Third Street plaza. Due to the proposed enclosed and subgrade location for generators, enclosed location for majority of the event center mechanical equipment, and the rooftop locations and proposed mechanical screens for mechanical equipment for the office and retail buildings, predicted noise levels from proposed new stationary sources would not meaningfully contribute to the existing monitored ambient noise levels in the project area, and the project would therefore be consistent with the restrictions of the noise ordinance. 


The proposed project would also introduce new land uses, and these new uses would be exposed to noise levels of up to 75 DNL. However, modern building techniques and materials as well as inclusion of non-operable windows and ventilation systems would be sufficient to ensure that the project would comply with land use compatibility requirements of the San Francisco General Plan, and this impact would be less than significant.


With respect to amplified sound, either interior to the event center or in open-air plazas on the project site, the predicted sound levels and hours of occurrence would be consistent with the noise ordinance. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future outside events at the Third Street plaza, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) would ensure that noise levels from amplified sound exterior to the event center would comply with the noise ordinance. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b, Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit, would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, regardless of current unknowns as to the nature of future events within the arena. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a: Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound


The project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venues to reduce the potential for noise impacts from public address and/or amplified music. This Noise Control Plan shall contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements for outdoor concerts.


· Speaker systems shall be directed away from the nearest sensitive receptors to the degree feasible.


· Outdoor speaker systems shall be operated consistent with the restrictions of Section 2909 of the San Francisco Police Code, and conform to a performance standard of 8 dBA and dBC over existing ambient L90 noise levels at the nearest residential use.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b: Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit


As part of the Place of Entertainment Permit process, the project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venue to reduce the potential for noise impacts from interior event noise. This Noise Control Plan shall, at a minimum, contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements.


· The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police Code section 2900.


· Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


· Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


Comparison of Impact NO-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The operational noise impact with respect to noise from generators and mechanical equipment was not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, this project impact would be less than significant, so under the project, there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The operational noise impact with respect to amplified sound was addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to outdoor concert events at the AT&T ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR, which included implementation of a plan limiting events to three per year and establishing a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient noise levels as a performance standard. As described above, the proposed project impact would be similar, so there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.	Comment by Clarke Miller: Per earlier comments, the number of allowable event s at AT&T is inconsistent in various docs, so best to remove the number.


_________________________


Impact NO-5: Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact NO-4, above, this impact addresses the introduction of new mobile noise sources with respect to the potential for permanent, long-term increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Mobile noise sources include vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise with Transit Service Plan


Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would increase noise levels along existing roadways. Under the Transit Service Plan (TSP) included as part of the project, light rail service on the T Third line would be increased, and three special event shuttles would be implemented, including a 16th Street BART Shuttle, Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle. Increases in noise from traffic on existing roadways are assessed by modeling existing and future roadway noise levels and comparing the resulting increase to standards published by FICON. For noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 3dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.


Increased traffic noise with the TSP was assessed for four separate scenarios, consistent with those analyzed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. First, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions (year 2015 inclusive of traffic from foreseeable development) during the weekday peak hour (4 to 6 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of convention traffic associated with the proposed project. Second, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions during the weekday “evening” hour (6 to 8 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of pre-basketball game traffic. A third scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the weekday “late” hour (9 to 11 p.m.) reflecting the contributions of post basketball game traffic. Lastly, a scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the Saturday evening peak hour (7 to 9 p.m.).


Noise levels were determined for this analysis using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Prediction Model based on baseline and future traffic projections developed as part of the transportation analysis (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation). Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments are presented in Table 5.3-9. Noise levels in Table 5.3-9 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.


5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.3-9
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project with TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			69.7


			1.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.1


			69.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.1


			4.9


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			57.9


			0.4


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.0


			1.4


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.6


			2.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.5


			-0.9c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			63.7


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			62.2


			10.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.2


			6.8


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			63.3


			3.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			64.4


			4.7


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			65.8


			1.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			61.9


			7.2


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.0


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.6


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.5


			2.1


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and egress routing during events.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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As shown in Table 5.3-9, weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along Third Street where noise levels would increase by less than 3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along 16th Street and Mariposa Street would increase by as much as 4.9 dBA. However, the existing traffic noise levels along these streets is below 65 dBA and therefore the applicable threshold would be 5 dBA, which would not be met or exceeded. Thus, the roadside noise impact along these two streets would be less than significant. 


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 10.0 and 6.8 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.2 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant permanent increase in noise levels.


Physical noise mitigation (i.e., installation of noise barriers) does not represent a feasible mitigation measure for these event-driven noise impacts. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of this EIR identifies transportation-related mitigation measures, which would likely not reduce potential noise impacts at most of these roadway segments, where traffic volumes would need to be reduced by half of the projected volumes for noise levels to be reduced below thresholds. Mitigation in terms of rerouting project traffic would have the potential to result in secondary traffic-related impacts or transfer of noise impacts from one roadway to another. Consequently, operational noise impacts during events with implementation of the TSP would be significant and unavoidable, with no feasible mitigation that would reduce roadside noise levels even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified under Impact TR-2 in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise, No Transit Service Plan


Under this project scenario, it is assumed that the proposed TSP is not successfully implemented, thus resulting in higher trip generation (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, for discussion of the rationale for analyzing this scenario). Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would further increase noise levels along roadways used to access the project site beyond the levels identified above.


Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments without the TSP are presented in Table 5.3-10. Noise levels in Table 5.3-10 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.


As shown in Table 5.3-10, without the TSP weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along 3rd Street where noise levels would increase by less than 


5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.3-10
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project without TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			70.1


			1.6


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.1


			69.2


			0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.6


			5.4


			Yesb





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			58.0


			0.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.3


			1.7


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.7


			-0.7c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			64.1


			0.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			61.9


			9.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.1


			6.7


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			65.1


			4.9


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			65.0


			5.3


			Yesb





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.8


			3.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.4


			0.3


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			62.5


			7.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			55.0


			1.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.4


			3.0


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			65.5


			5.1


			Yesb











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This is a significant impact under the no TSP scenario that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along Mariposa Street would increase by more than 5 dBA during the weekday late and Saturday evening hours which would be a significant increase that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour and evening hours, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic, the latter of which would not occur under the with-TSP scenario. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario, post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 9.8 and 6.7 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.8 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant permanent increase in noise levels.


Mobile Noise Source – Crowd Noise


Noise generated by event patrons and retail customers could result in increased noise along surrounding streets, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours (depending on the event timing) and at the end of scheduled games/events when large numbers of people would be departing the event center and walking on local streets to access their transit connections or access their vehicles at local parking locations. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Commission has established a good neighbor policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes eight policies that address noise generation (see Regulatory Framework, above).


A variety of transit options would be available to event patrons under the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, indicates that during the late evening egress hours (9 to 11 p.m.) of a weekday basketball or concert event, over 4,500 people would take transit options and that over 3,000 people would be using the northbound Muni T-Line platform, which is approximately 70 feet from and facing the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building. Observations of current platform occupancy during these hours indicate that fewer than 10 persons are typically present on the platform at any one time. Consequently, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in people gathering in front of across Third Street from the UCSF Hearst Tower housing complex during the targeted 45-minute post-event egress period for approximately 45 basketball games per year and up to 60 additional full capacity concerts and other sporting events per year (see Table 3-3 of the Project Description). In addition to this, there could be smaller capacity family events or daytime conventions. 


To estimate noise levels from departing crowds after an event, noise monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T-Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game at AT&T Park was conducted in April 2015. Short-term noise monitoring was located at a setback of approximately 70 feet from the 2nd and King Street (Ballpark) platform. Although the 320-foot-long Ballpark platform is longer than the existing 160-foot T-Line platform across from the project site, the proposed project would include extension of this platform from 160 to 320 feet (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation); therefore this noise measurement would be representative of future project conditions. However, it should be noted that the measured data from the Ballpark platform also included vehicle traffic on King Street and crowd noise on the north side of the street; consequently, these noise measurements may overestimate the magnitude of the potential impact at the project site. 


Monitored noise levels during the egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90, with an Lmax of 90.2 dBA. These noise levels may be compared to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2014 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the UCSF Housing (Hearst Tower) (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 55 dBA, L90 and Lmax of 89.8 dBA. The L90 data indicates that existing noise levels at the UCSF Hearst Tower residential building during quieter periods would be substantially increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days. 


Given that the residential units in this building are elevated up to 15 stories, shielding does not represent a feasible option to mitigating this crowd noise impact. Relocating the northbound platform away from Hearst Tower would also likely be an infeasible option due to resultant secondary impacts to Muni operations of the T-Line. Consequently, the noise impact resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and unavoidable. 


Nevertheless, it should be noted that these noise increases at the Muni platform would be of limited duration, with post game dispersion rate of about 45 minutes and would only occur on event nights. The project sponsor, as part of its site management practices, would implement the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities, urging patrons to respect the quiet of the neighborhood as they leave the area and providing a phone number to all interested neighbors to respond to complaints. Furthermore, it is assumed that the Hearst Towers have been designed to Title 24 noise insulation standards to mitigate exterior noise levels to a 45 dBA interior performance standard, although this standard would likely not be met if the windows are open.


Other than Hearst Tower, the UCSF Hospital is located over 1,000 feet from the southbound Muni platform and would not be expected to experience a substantial noise increase from crowd egress. An additional UCSF housing building in proposed for Block 15, west of Fifth Street, but this location, while quieter is located over 1,000 feet away from the proposed arena and transit platform and would be shielded by intervening buildings, including the Sandler Neuroscience Building, Arthur and Toni Remberock Hall, and Hearst Tower.


Summary of Impact NO-5, Operational Noise from Mobile Sources


Noise levels generated by crowds prior to, during, and after events is expected to result in a substantial increase in noise levels at the receptor adjacent to the northbound Muni T-Line transit platform, particularly during nighttime egress hours of 9 p.m. to 11 p.m., and this impact would be significant and unavoidable.


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new mobile noise sources that would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events under either the with-TSP or the no-TSP scenarios and even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, as described in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. These measures identify additional transportation demand management strategies beyond those already incorporated in the proposed project that the project sponsor would pursue in collaboration with the City.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact NO-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified traffic noise increases as less than significant and no mitigation was required. The FSEIR also assessed crowd noise in combination with outdoor concert noise (cheering within the outdoor ballpark). Noise from patron egress was not assessed.


Consequently, the significant and unavoidable traffic and crowd noise impact identified in Impact NO-5 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and adjacent to Terry Francois Boulevard. In addition, neither the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building nor the Muni T-line platform were constructed at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR impact analysis.


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-NO-1: Construction activities of the proposed project combined with cumulative construction noise in the project area could cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity during construction. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The geographic scope of analysis for cumulative noise and vibration construction impacts encompasses sensitive receptors within approximately 500 feet of the proposed project site. Beyond 500 feet, the contributions of noise from other projects would be greatly attenuated through both distance and intervening structures and their contribution would be expected to be minimal. Section 5.1, Impact Overview, presents the list of reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity that could contribute to cumulative construction noise, which in particular would include the construction activities associated with implementation of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the Mission Bay campus and other nearby Mission Bay development projects with construction schedules that could overlap with project construction. Some of the listed cumulative projects are sufficiently distant to not meaningfully contribute to construction noise impact. 


Mission Bay Blocks 33/34 is identified as a variant in the 2014 UCSF LRDP and was analyzed as a pre-2020 project. Phase 1 of this 500,000 gsf office development is scheduled to start construction in 2016, which would occur simultaneously with construction of the proposed project. The UCSF LRDP EIR found that at the Mission Bay campus site, proposed construction activities between 2015 and 2019 include new construction at Block 15 housing, Block 33 research building, Block 33/34 parking garage, and the cancer outpatient building. These construction projects, which could occur concurrently, were identified as resulting in a significant cumulative impact on the noise environment in the site vicinity, largely as a result of pile driving activities. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to this already identified cumulative impact, either through compounding the extent and/or magnitude of construction noise in the project vicinity or through extending the duration of construction noise in the project vicinity. UCSF development located at Block 25B (across Third Street) is scheduled for construction in 2023. Additionally, the Cancer Outpatient Building is scheduled for construction starting 2018. Consequently, both of these cumulative projects would occur after completion of proposed project construction and would not combine with the proposed project in a cumulative construction noise impact.


The Uber/ARE project on Blocks 26/27 is estimated to start construction by the end of 2015, and construction could be concurrent with the proposed project. This project is immediately north of the project site, across South Street, and immediately across Third Street from the nearest sensitive receptor to the project site, the UCSF Mission Bay housing at Hearst Tower. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to cumulative construction noise from this adjacent project. 


Additionally, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and development of Bayfront Park, both directly east of the project site are expected to be completed by the time the proposed project is in operation. Therefore, construction activities associated with the roadway realignment and park would likely overlap with construction of the proposed project, further contributing to cumulative construction noise. Thus, even though construction noise generated by the proposed project alone would not result in a significant noise impact, the proposed project's contribution to the cumulative noise impact from overlapping construction activities in the immediate project vicinity could be cumulatively considerable, and a potentially significant impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1, Construction Noise Control Measures, would reduce the project's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. Given that this measure would implement construction-related noise control measures for a project that does not include impact pile-driving, which was the principal activity and focus of the significant and unavoidable finding of the UCSF LRDP EIR, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project's construction noise impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures.


Contractors shall employ site-specific noise attenuation measures during construction to reduce the generation of construction noise. These measures shall be included in a Noise Control Plan that shall be submitted for review and approval by the OCII or its designated representative to ensure that construction noise is reduced to the degree feasible. Measures specified in the Noise Control Plan and implemented during project construction shall include, at a minimum, the following noise control strategies:


	Equipment and trucks used for construction shall use the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds). 


	Construction equipment with lower noise emission ratings shall be used whenever possible, particularly for air compressors.


	Sound‐control devices no less effective than those provided by the manufacturer shall be provided on all construction equipment.


	Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible; this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures, such as use of drills rather than impact tools, shall be used where feasible.


	Stationary noise sources such as material stockpiles and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as possible. 


	Enclosures and mufflers for stationary equipment shall be provided, impact tools shall be shrouded or shielded, and barriers shall be installed around particularly noisy activities at the construction sites so that the line of sight between the construction activities and nearby sensitive receptor locations is blocked to the extent feasible.


	Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be prohibited.


	Construction‐related vehicles and equipment shall be required to use designated truck routes to travel to and from the project sites as determined with consultation with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction (see Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates). 


	The project sponsor shall designate a point of contact to respond to noise complaints. The point of contact must have the authority to modify construction noise‐generating activities to ensure compliance with the measures above and with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not contain an analysis of cumulative construction noise impacts per se, although as a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the construction noise impact of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan as a whole, covering development throughout an area over 300 acres in size, which is essentially a cumulative analysis. As described above in Impact NO-1, the FSEIR identified construction-related noise impacts as less than significant with mitigation to address noise from impact pile driving. Consequently, the cumulative construction noise analysis for the proposed project would have the same significance conclusions as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impact than previously identified. 


_________________________


Impact C-NO-2: Operation of the proposed project when considered with other cumulative development would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Operational noise impacts of the proposed project would primarily result from increased traffic on the local roadway network. Cumulative plus project traffic data were used to estimate the cumulative operational noise increases shown in Table 5.3-11. Significant cumulative increases in ambient roadside noise levels are predicted to occur at three of the six road segments analyzed.


While cumulative noise levels are predicted to increase by 3 dBA or more along Third Street, as can be seen from Table 5.3-10, the project contribution to this increase is less than 1.5 dBA which would not be considered a cumulatively considerable contribution, based on FICON guidance for transportation noise which indicates that noise increases of 1.5 dBA warrant further analysis. Therefore, this cumulative increase along Third Street is not a cumulative noise increase of the proposed project. 


However, a significant cumulative noise increase would occur along Illinois Street during weekday convention events and Saturday basketball events. Additionally, cumulative noise levels along Mariposa Street during Saturday basketball events would increase by more than 5 dBA with the project contributing more than 1.5 dBA of this increase. This would result in a cumulatively considerable noise impact of the proposed project. Noise from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform across from Hearst Tower following the end of events would also contribute to cumulative, long-term increases in noise levels.


Operation of the proposed project would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Cumulative increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)
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Table 5.3-11
Modeled cumulative Traffic Noise Levels 


			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Convention Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			69.1


			71.8


			72.2


			0.4


			3.1


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.8


			<0.1


			1.9


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			65.8


			3.3


			5.5


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			61.9


			<0.1


			2.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			68.2


			1.0


			1.8


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			68.0


			0.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			71.8


			72.1


			0.3


			3.0


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.9


			0.1


			2.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			64.8


			2.3


			4.5


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			62.0


			0.1


			2.2


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			67.9


			0.7


			1.5


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			67.8


			0.7


			2.3


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.5


			68.9


			1.4


			4.2


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street


			65.1


			67.3


			67.5


			0.2


			2.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			57.8


			62.7


			4.9


			8.0


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			58.2


			58.5


			0.3


			4.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			62.4


			64.6


			0.2


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.7


			65.9


			3.2


			5.5


			Yes











NOTES:	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 30 or 35 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. The incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3 dBA with an ambient noise environment greater than 65 dBA.





a	Although a cumulative noise impact would occur along Third Street, because the projects would contribute less than 1.5 dBA to this increase, the projects contribution is not considered cumulatively considerable.





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact C-NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Traffic noise increases were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as less than significant and no mitigation was required. Consequently, the significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic noise impact identified in Impact C-NO-2 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the 1998 FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and Mariposa Street.


_________________________


Impact C-NO-3: Occupants of the proposed project would not be substantially affected by noise from future operations of the helipad at the adjacent UCSF Hospital. (Less than Significant)


Beginning in 2015, the UCSF Medical Center began operating a helipad that has occasional helicopter operations. Because helicopter overflights would be isolated occurrences, their single event instantaneous noise level would be of brief duration and would be greater than ambient noise levels noise contributions, with a maximum noise level of 85 dBA expected (based on a 95 dB single event noise exposure level[footnoteRef:28]). The relative infrequency and acoustical nature of a helicopter overflight noise varies distinctly from traffic generation and other steady-state project noise sources such that the summing of the acoustical energy of ambient noise and helicopter operations is not a meaningful cumulative analysis. In other words, during the brief periods of helicopter overflight, helicopter noise will dominate over the ambient noise levels, rendering the cumulative contribution of other ambient sources insignificant. Therefore, future helicopter noise is assessed as an isolated event. [28: 	The single event noise exposure level, or SENEL is a noise metric that normalizes the sound energy of a single event such as an aircraft fly-over over the period when the sound level is within 10 dB of the Lmax. As stated on Page 19 of the cited report (UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009), the SENEL is typically 10 dB higher than the Lmax for aircraft noise., ] 



Noise modeling for helicopter operations at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay was presented as part of the Final EIR, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.[footnoteRef:29] This modeling indicated that the 65 dB CNEL[footnoteRef:30] noise contour during average day and busy-day helicopter operations extends to the east across Third Street, but does not include the project site. Because the event center, office and retail land uses proposed by the project are not considered noise sensitive land uses and because the 65 dB CNEL contour does not extend onto the project site, the cumulative noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant. [29:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009.]  [30: 	CNEL is roughly equivalent to DNL, usually within 1 dBA] 



Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


An addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared in 2008 that addressed the noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad. This analysis only identified operational noise impacts to residential areas to the south and east of the hospital helipad and mitigation measures were identified to address these impacts. However, the residual noise impact, after mitigation, was determined to be significant and unavoidable for residential uses. The proposed project would not include residential or other noise sensitive land uses, so there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impacts from what were disclosed in the FSEIR and associated addenda.
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5.7 [bookmark: _GoBack]Utilities and Service Systems


Introduction


This section addresses potential effects of the project on existing wastewater and stormwater systems. The existing wastewater and stormwater infrastructure at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was published is described along with changes to the infrastructure constructed by the master developer in accordance with mitigation required by the Mission Bay FSEIR. The impact analysis considers whether project-generated wastewater and stormwater flows would result in the need to construct new or expanded facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 


Utilities impacts related to water supply and solid waste are described in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS). The project’s impacts related to exceeding the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board and on combined sewer discharges, are addressed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Utilities Analysis


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


Wastewater/Stormwater Collection and Treatment


The Mission Bay FSEIR described the City’s combined wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment systems in two different sections of the document, the Community Services and Utilities section and the Hydrology and Water Quality section. The Mission Bay Plan area is located in the City’s Bayside drainage basin, in which combined stormwater and sanitary sewage (wastewater) are collected, then conveyed to and treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) near Islais Creek. At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was published, the entire Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area was located in four sub-basins, with the project site at Blocks 29-32 draining to two of the sub-basins. The north and east portions of the Blocks 29-32 site drained to the Bay sub-basin, and stormwater from the Bay sub-basin drained directly to the Bay, not the combined sewer system. The balance of Blocks 29-32 drained to the Mariposa sub-basin. Wastewater flows from both basins were collected in the combined sewer system and conveyed to the SEWPCP for treatment. Wastewater flows from the Mariposa sub-basin were transported from the Mariposa dry-weather pump station to the SEWPCP via a 10-inch force main. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Consider adding a figure here or cite to a figure in the Mission Bay FSEIR showing the basins.  


Stormwater in the Mariposa sub-basin was directed to the Mariposa wet weather pump station via the Mariposa storage/transport sewer under Mariposa Street, and ultimately to the SEWPCP. During wet weather, the wet-weather pump station system transported combined storm runoff and sewage south to gravity sewers at 21st Street and Illinois Street via a 20-inch force main under Third Street. At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was published, the existing Third Street sewer was inadequate to handle wet-weather flows and the City planned to construct the Illinois Street Auxiliary Sewer to accommodate the flows and transport them from the Mariposa Pump Station to the SEWPCP. As planned, this auxiliary sewer would be a 60-inch gravity sewer extending beneath Illinois Street, between 24th Street and the Islais Creek Transport Storage Structure located at the intersection of Third Street and Caesar Chavez Street. Construction of the Illinois Street Auxiliary Sewer was expected to begin in 1998. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Was this not constructed?     


North of Blocks 29-32, wastewater and stormwater generated in the Plan area drained to the Central sub-basin, which directed flows to the Channel and North-of-Channel storage sewers and ultimately to the Channel Pump Station. From there, flows were pumped to the SEWPCP through a 66-inch-diameter force main. Excess wet weather flows from this sub-basin were discharged to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) via six combined sewer discharge structures.


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported the existing wastewater generation from the Mission Bay Plan area (based on the 1990 FEIR) was approximately 0.072 million gallons per day (mgd), and the existing wastewater volume treated at the SEWPCP was an average of 67 mgd.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: The way this discussion is set up is a bit confusing.  This section (Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures) discusses the both the draft and final SEIR and multiple mitigation approaches.  The next section (Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Approach) seems to have some of the same discussion but it is not clear.  It seems the discussion and conclusions in the Final SEIR and the approved mitigation are what is relevant. Consider revising.  


As described below, during the Draft SEIR phase of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the document originally analyzed one approach to managing stormwater and wastewater in the Plan area, but this approach was augmented and revised during the Responses to Comments phase. The original approach in the Draft SEIR included reconfiguring the Central and Mariposa sub-basins of the combined sewer system, constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, and continuing to use the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system for the collection of both wastewater and stormwater. This approach was revised with the inclusion of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3, which required design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the City's combined sewer system do not contribute to combined sewer discharges. This mitigation approach is described in Section 5.7.2.3, below. The revised approach, which was ultimately adopted and is currently being implemented, involvesd constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the Mariposa sub-basin as well as directing all stormwater flows in both basins to the separate stormwater systems. This mitigation approach is described in Section 5.7.2.3, below.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment immediately above. It is hard to tell, based on the discussion below, what exactly was discussed in the Final SEIR and approved and what was part of the original approach in the Draft EIR that was later revised.  See our specific comments below.   	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Section 5.7.2.3 states that this mitigation approach is currently being implemented (is currently under construction and anticipated to be completed in 2015, prior to construction and operation of the proposed project).  At other times the text states the separate stormwater collection system is “planned.” It needs to be clear (and consistent) that this system is currently being implemented and will be operational prior to construction and operation of the proposed project.  


Mission Bay Plan Impacts at Buildout


The Mission Bay FSEIR described major sewer upgrades within the Mission Bay Plan area that were proposed as part of the Mission Bay Plan. The proposed improvements included changes to both the Central/Bay and Mariposa sub-basins of the City’s combined sewer system.


As indicated in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the Central and Bay sub-basins would be reconfigured into one basin as shown on Figure 5.7-1. The reconfigured Central basin would accommodate wastewater and stormwater flows in separate sanitary-sewer-only and storm-drainage–only lines. The sub-basin would extend from about 300 feet north of 16th Street to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek), and would include the northern portions of Blocks 29-32. Sanitary flows from the sub-basin would flow to one of two drainage areas, which would both drain to the 



Insert Figure 5.7-1



Channel Street storage sewer by gravity. Under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, during wet weather, wastewater from both drainage areas would be lifted to the top of the storage sewer to prevent potential flow problems. The separate stormwater system would transport stormwater runoff to four proposed pump stations via gravity. The pump stations would direct the initial 80 percent of stormwater flows to the combined sewer system for ultimate treatment at the SEWPCP. The remainder of the stormwater flows, approximately 20 percent of the annual stormwater flows, would be discharged to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) or the Bay through one of the four new stormwater outfalls adjacent to the new pump stations.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: It seems this should be a new paragraph.  The discussion of the “original” approach and the adopted approach is a bit jumbled here.  

Also, it is not clear why the “original approach” is discussed in detail if it is not what was approved.  In particular, the relevant significance conclusions are those in the Final SEIR based on the approved plan and the approved mitigation. 


The original approach indicated that the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system would be reconfigured as shown on Figure 5.7-1, and would continue to accommodate both wastewater and stormwater from the southern portion of Blocks 29-32. The planned reconfigured basin would extend from about 300 feet north of 16th Street to Mariposa Street.


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with the original approach to sewer system improvements, the Mission Bay Plan would accommodate the projected increases in wastewater generation and stormwater flows, and Mission Bay pPlan effects on wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments above.  It seems this should describe the conclusion after the adopted approach to mitigation and the conclusion in the FSEIR, not the “original approach” in the Draft SEIR. 


Mission Bay Plan Interim Impacts during Phased Development


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities Impacts section stated that when a specific development plan within the Mission Bay Plan area is proposed, the project proponent would be required to submit preliminary infrastructure plans for review. If the specific development phase were to trigger the need for increased sewer capacity, upgraded sewer lines, or expanded sewer service, the proposed improvements would be described in the preliminary plan, and would require the approval of the San Francisco Clean Water Program [currently part of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)] staff. The proposed improvements would be based on the “adjacency” concept, meaning that the improvements would need to provide adequate conveyance and storage capacity for the phase under development as well as for expected future development to be served by the same improvements. Large scale improvements needed for cumulative effects of development phases would be reviewed by the Clean Water Program staff and could include major infrastructure improvements, such as installation of new sewer lines or a pump station. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Is this a mitigation measure from the Mission Bay FSEIR? Or was this scrapped in favor of Mitigation Measure K.3? Again, it is not clear what is meant by the “original” approach or the “revised” approach.  


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities Impacts section reported that infrastructure development of the proposed separate stormwater system for the Central sub-basin would occur with each phase, but would not necessarily be immediately operational. Under the original approach, the Mission Bay Draft SEIR indicated that as part of the Mission Bay Plan and required by Mitigation Measure M.5, all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the original Bay basin (incorporated into the Central sub-basin as part of the project) would be conveyed to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system, to ensure potential impacts to water quality during this interim period would remain less than significant.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments immediately above. It seems this should discuss the impact after the adopted approach to mitigation and the conclusions in the Final SEIR, not the “original” approach in the Draft SEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Estimates of Wastewater Flows


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay Plan would generate approximately 2.5 mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow), or 3.7 percent of the volume of wastewater treated at the SEWPCP at the time of Mission Bay FSEIR publication. For Blocks 29-32, equal amounts of wastewater were expected to be routed to the Mariposa sub-basin via the City’s Mariposa Pump Station and to the reconfigured Central sub-basin via the City’s Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station located at Park P15. The estimated peak wastewater flow to each sub-basin from the project site was 0.289 mgd, and the estimated average flow was 0.096 mgd. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effects on wastewater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant with mitigation because the proposed sewer system improvements under the Mission Bay Plan, including reconfiguration of the Central/Bay and Mariposa sub-basins, would accommodate the projected increases in wastewater generation.


Similarly, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effects related to construction of new storm drainage facilities would be less than significant with mitigation because the proposed sewer system improvements under the Mission Bay Plan, including reconfiguration of the Central/Bay and Mariposa sub-basins, would accommodate the projected changes in stormwater flows.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Approach


Mitigation Measure K.3 of the Mission Bay FSEIR requires design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the City's combined sewer system do not contribute to combined sewer discharges. The master developer adopted Mitigation Scenario B described in the Summary of Comments and Responses of the Mission Bay FSEIR (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253). This scenario meets the requirements of Mitigation Measure K.3 by constructing a separate stormwater system throughout the Mission Bay South Plan area to convey stormwater to the Bay rather than conveying stormwater from this area to the City's combined sewer system. The separate stormwater system is described in the approved Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan. With construction of this separate stormwater system, only wastewater from the Mission Bay South Plan area would be conveyed to the combined sewer system. 


The separate stormwater system adopted and currently being implemented by the master developer includes four drainage zones within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Central sub-basin and one drainage zone within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin.[footnoteRef:2] Stormwater in each of the drainage zones flows by gravity to one of five stormwater pump stations in the locations shown on Figure 5.7-2, including pump station SDPS-5 near the east end of 16th Street, which was not anticipated in the original project described in the Mission Bay FSEIR. When construction of this system is completed (currently under construction  [2:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and Catellus Development Corporation, Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.] 




Insert Figure 5.7-2 



and anticipated to be completed in 2015, prior to construction and operation of the proposed project), all stormwater runoff from Mission Bay South will be conveyed through the separate stormwater system and discharged to the Bay and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek).


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.5 required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the former Bay sub-basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system under the original approach. However, this mitigation measure is not applicable to the proposed project because stormwater from the project site would discharge to the separate stormwater system being constructed in accordance with the approved Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan as described above.


Setting


Combined Sewer System


Currently, the SEWPCP treats both dry and wet-weather flows from the eastside of the City—specifically the Bayside drainage basin of the City’s combined sewer system (shown on Figure 5.9-1 in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality) — similar to what was described in the Mission Bay FSEIR (see Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a more detailed description). The plant has a dry-weather capacity of 84.5 mgd. During dry weather, wastewater flows consist mainly of municipal and industrial sanitary sewage and wastewater, and the annual average wastewater flow during dry weather is 60 mgd[footnoteRef:3] (a reduction of 7 mgd from the 67 mgd reported by the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998). The wet-weather facilities in the Bayside drainage basin have a combined capacity of 400 mgd, plus the 125-million gallon volume of storage and transport boxes that retain the combined stormwater and wastewater flows during wet weather. Flows in excess of the wet-weather capacity of the Bayside treatment facilities receive flow-through treatment in the storage and transport boxes that is the equivalent of primary treatment. The treated flows are discharged to the Bay through 29 combined sewer discharge structures located along the shoreline. [3:  	San Francisco Water Power Sewer, San Francisco’s Wastewater Treatment Facilities. June, 2014.] 



As discussed above, the Mission Bay Plan included reconfiguration of the combined sewer system drainage sub-basins in the Mission Bay South portion of the Bayside drainage basin. As reconfigured, the northern portion of the project site is located in the Central sub-basin, and wastewater flows to this sub-basin are conveyed to the SEWPCP via the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. The southern portion of the project site is located in the Mariposa sub-basin, and wastewater flows to this sub-basin are conveyed to the SEWPCP via the Mariposa Pump Station. However, since the project site is currently undeveloped, except for a parking lot, there are no wastewater flows contributing to either sub-basin.



Mariposa Pump Station


The 240-acre Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system is divided into two tributary areas that direct flow to the Mariposa Pump Station. Tributary B includes Potrero Hill to the south of Mariposa Street and is outside of the Mission Bay Plan area; this tributary area directs both rainwater and wastewater to the pump station. Tributary A includes areas to the north of Mariposa Street that are located within the Plan area; in this area, stormwater flows are directed to the separate stormwater system constructed for the Mission Bay South development, and only wastewater flows are directed to the Mariposa Pump Station. 


The Mariposa Pump Station consists of a dry-weather and wet-weather pump station. The dry-weather pump station was built in 1954 and has a capacity of 1.2 mgd. Average dry-weather flows to the pump station are 0.425 mgd and the peak dry-weather flow historically fluctuated between 0.8 and 1.0 mgd. With the addition of 0.82 mgd of peak wastewater flows from the approved and planned University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) developments in the Plan area, the SFPUC anticipates that peak flows would exceed the capacity of the dry-weather pump station. To address this need for additional capacity, the SFPUC is planning to connect the 10-inch dry weather force main to the 20-inch wet weather force main, which will increase the capacity of the dry-weather pump station to 3.5 mgd in dry weather conditions on an interim basis until long term improvements can be constructed to permanently increase the capacity of the pump station. [footnoteRef:4] Completion of this connection is expected by June 2015.  [4: 	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ] 



The 10 mgd wet-weather pump station and associated 0.7 million gallon transport/storage structure were built in 1993, and new chopper pumps were installed in 2014 to manage debris that accumulates at the pump station. In the event that wet weather flows in the Mariposa sub-basin exceed the combined capacity of the Mariposa pump station and transport/storage structure (11.2 mgd), the excess flows are discharged to the Bay as a combined sewer discharge after receiving flow-through treatment in the transport and storage structure. This system is designed to achieve an annual average of 10 combined sewer discharges per year, but has historically exceeded this average.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 600, Technical Memorandum No. 603, Collection System Configurations Analysis and Impact on Combined Sewer Discharge, Final Draft. December, 2010.] 



Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station


The Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station was constructed by the master developer  in 2011 and accepted by the City in 2012. This pump station receives only wastewater (dry-weather) flows from within the Mission Bay South area and is equipped with four submersible pumps. It is designed for average wastewater flows of 2.0 mgd and peak wastewater flows of 6.0 mgd; this design capacity allowed for an average wastewater contribution of 0.1 mgd and peak contribution of 0.29 mgd from Blocks 29 and 30 at the project site.[footnoteRef:6] Testing in 2010 indicated that the pump station has the capability of pumping 6.7 mgd, but new testing would be needed to confirm this conclusion. Monitoring by the SFPUC in 2015 indicates that existing average wastewater flows to the pump station are 2.2 mgd and peak flows are 3.3 mgd. 	Comment by Neil Sekhri: Why would new testing be required?  Explain. [6:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, 2015. Hydraulic Assessment of Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. February 25.] 



Sewer System Improvement Program


The SFPUC is currently implementing the Sewer System Improvement Program (SSIP), a 20-year, multi-billion dollar citywide program to upgrade the City’s aging sewer infrastructure and ensure a reliable and seismically safe sewer system. Bayside projects currently planned under this program include the Central Bayside System Improvement Project, which will include improvements to provide redundancy to the Channel force main (which transports flows from the Channel Pump Station to the SEWPCP); operational and seismic improvements to the SEWPCP; operational improvements to the North Point Wet Weather Facility; and green infrastructure projects to manage stormwater before it enters the combined sewer system. 


San Francisco Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s)


Municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) within San Francisco are stormwater systems that carry stormwater in a separate set of pipes from the SFPUC's combined sewer system. These MS4 systems do not discharge to the combined sewer system and are operated in compliance with State Water Resources Control Board Water Quality Order No. 2013-001-DWQ, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Waste Discharge Requirements for Stormwater Discharges from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems. The separate stormwater system constructed by the master developer in Mission Bay South is subject to this permit.


As described above, the separate stormwater system for the Mission Bay South area includes four drainage zones within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Central sub-basin and one drainage zone within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin.[footnoteRef:7] Stormwater in each of the drainage zones flows by gravity to one of five stormwater pump stations, as shown on Figure 5.7-2. Construction of this separate stormwater system is scheduled to be completed in 2015. [7:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and Catellus Development Corporation, Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.] 



Regulatory Framework


Please see Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Regulatory Framework, for descriptions of federal, state, and local regulations regarding wastewater and stormwater.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to utilities and service systems if it were to:


· Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects;


· Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; or


· Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that would serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the utilities and service systems analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, pp. 64 through 72), which explains why the proposed project would have a sufficient water supply available to serve the project and would not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements (Impact UT-1). Similarly, the Initial Study explains why the project would not require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities (Impact UT-2); would be served by landfills with sufficient capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste needs (Impact UT-3); and would comply with federal, state, and local statutes related to solid waste (Impact UT-4). Therefore, no further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section.


The criterion related to the potential to exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco Bay Region Regional Water Quality Control Board is addressed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, under Impact HY-1, in combination with the water quality criterion regarding the potential to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. The remaining significance criteria are addressed below.


Approach to Analysis


Construction Impact Methodology


Project construction would not result in a substantial increase in demand on wastewater or storm drainage services over the 26-month construction duration, such that project construction in and of itself would not require construction or expansion of existing wastewater or storm drainage facilities. Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact HY-1a, discusses impacts related to construction dewatering discharge, which includes additional detail that has been developed by the project sponsor since publication of the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS). As described in that impact, proposed dewatering discharge options would include options for direct discharge to the Bay under an existing general NPDES permit to ensure that any discharges to the combined sewer system would be within the capacity of existing facilities and would not require the construction or expansion of existing facilities. Therefore, construction-related impacts to wastewater and storm drainage facilities are not further addressed in the analysis below. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This is more of a significance conclusion rather than a description of the methodology. As such, it needs to be supported by facts. Please add a brief explanation why project construction would not result in a substantial increase in demand on wastewater drainage services.  I assume there is sufficient capacity, but the discussion in this chapter indicates that there is not much.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This sentence needs an edit.  


Operations Impact Methodology


In order to determine the project's long term impacts on the capacity of wastewater or stormwater facilities, the impact analyses accounts for the cumulative effects of wastewater and stormwater flows of the project in combination with the flows from past, present, and foreseeable future projects within the same service area. Therefore, the project's impacts are analyzed in the context of cumulative impacts, and a separate project impact analysis is not provided.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There needs to be a separate analysis of the project-specific impacts.  Below the text states that Impact C-UT-2 would be significant “both individually and cumulatively.”  And the discussion in this chapter seems to indicate that the project itself would trigger the need for improvements.  That is an impact of the project itself.  


Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities: This analysis compares the estimated peak wastewater flows from the proposed project in combination with existing wastewater flows and wastewater flows from the Mission Bay Plan area at full build out to the existing capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and Mission Bay South Pump Station sewer drainage areas as well as downstream facilities. The analysis uses this information to determine whether new or upgraded wastewater treatment facilities, such as pump stations and sewer lines used to convey the wastewater, would be required. If the increase in wastewater flows is within the existing capacity, the impact would be less than significant. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment immediately above.  There needs to be a discussion about whether the project alone would trigger the need for improvements and would therefore have a significant impact by itself.  


Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities: The impact analysis assesses the stormwater flows from the proposed project site and considers whether these flows in combination with other Mission Bay South area flows would exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay South by the master developer. If the anticipated combined stormwater flows at project build out would be within the capacity of the stormwater system, the impact would be less than significant. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Not clear what this is referring to.  Build out of Mission Bay South or completion of the arena project?  As noted in our previous comments, there should be a discussion of both the project’s individual impacts and cumulative impacts.  


Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that it has inadequate capacity for the project flows in addition to existing commitments. This analysis compares the estimated peak wastewater flows from the proposed project in combination with existing and planned future flows to the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and Mission Bay South Pump Station sewer drainage areas as well as downstream facilities. If the SFPUC determines that no new wastewater treatment facilities would be required, the impact would be less than significant.


Impact Evaluation


Impacts UT-1 to UT-4: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-UT-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


_________________________


Impact C-UT-2: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Significant and Unavoidable)


As discussed above in Section 5.7.2.2, Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures, the Mission Bay Plan includes reconfiguration of the Central and Mariposa sub-basins of the City's combined sewer system to collect wastewater and stormwater in separate systems. The northern portion of the project site is now included in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, and the southern portion of the project site is now included in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin, although project-related wastewater flows could be directed to either sub-basin. 


The sewer analysis for the proposed project conducted by BKF Engineers estimates that the daily average wastewater (sanitary sewage) flow during an event at full capacity (e.g., a sold-out NBA basketball game) would be 0.164 mgd, and the daily peak wastewater flows would be 1.074 mgd.[footnoteRef:8],[footnoteRef:9] The preliminary project design indicates that wastewater flows from the project site would primarily be discharged to the sewer drainage area of the Mariposa Pump Station (within the reconfigured Mariposa Basin), although a portion of the flows could be directed to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station located at Park P15 (within the reconfigured Central sub-basin). The SFPUC has determined that improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station, and potentially to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station would be required to accommodate the project-related flows.[footnoteRef:10],[footnoteRef:11] The SFPUC would also need to assess the sizing of the force mains and other piping used to convey the wastewater flows for potential improvements. The capacity issues for these pump stations are due to the increased wastewater flows of the proposed project in combination with the cumulative flows from development projects within these sewer drainage areas that have been identified subsequent to the publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This seems to indicate that the project itself would trigger the need for improvements.  Therefore this is a project-specific impact, not just a cumulative impact. It needs to be very clear whether the project itself would cause an impact.  This chapter is a bit ambiguous on this issue.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment immediately above.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Which specific projects is this referring to?  Are these project that have already been completed or are they planned projects?  This goes to whether the project itself triggers the need for improvements or whether the improvements are needed in the future (i.e. full build-out of the Mission Bay plan).   [8:  	BKF Engineers, 2015. Water and Sewer Analyses for Golden State Warriors Arena @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. January 9.]  [9:  	As described in the Utilities and Service Systems section of the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS), the annual average water demand for the project would be 0.100 mgd. For wastewater planning purposes, wastewater flows are directly related to water usage; however, for sizing of wastewater infrastructure, daily peak flows are used rather than annual average flows. While the daily average wastewater flow during an event at full capacity would be 0.164 mgd, events would not be held every day, and the annual average wastewater flows would be similar to the estimated 0.100 mgd water demand. ]  [10:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ]  [11: 	THIS REFERENCE WILL BE THE MEMO FROM DPW ABOUT THE MISSION BAY SANITARY PUMP STATION ] 



Mariposa Pump Station


As discussed above in Section 5.7.3.1, Combined Sewer System, the SFPUC has indicated that with the recent addition of 0.82 mgd of peak wastewater flows from UCSF planned developments, the total existing peak dry-weather flows to the Mariposa sub-basin would exceed the 1.2 mgd capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station. To address this, the SFPUC is constructing interim improvements to temporarily increase the dry-weather capacity of the pump station to 3.5 mgd by cross connecting the dry- and wet-weather force mains. Assuming that the entire 1.074 mgd of peak wastewater flows from the project site would be directed to this pump station, the total peak wastewater flows due to the proposed project in combination with other existing peak flows from development projects completed as of February 2015 would be 3.6 mgd.[footnoteRef:12] This is near the 3.5 mgd capacity of the interim improvements. However, it is unlikely that all peak flows would occur simultaneously and would only occasionally, if ever, reach the total estimated peak flow of 3.6 mgd. Further, the SFPUC anticipates that the small fraction of flows in excess of the 3.5 mgd interim capacity of the pump station could temporarily be accommodated by providing storage in the 0.7 million gallon Mariposa transport and storage structure until peak flows at the pump station have subsided. Use of this, or another equivalent strategy, would be conducted in accordance with the NPDES permit for the Bayside facilities and would be subject to approval of the RWQCB. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Is this a requirement?  Is it part of the mitigation? It needs to be clear that this strategy would be implemented to avoid this impact. 

The preceding sentence indicates that peak wastewater flows will exceed capacity.  There needs to be a concrete plan in place to prevent this from happening before the project can be approved.     [12:  	Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. 2015. Combined Sewer Impact Analysis, Golden State Warriors Arena EIR. February 18.] 



At full build out of Mission Bay South, anticipated future flows in the Mariposa sub-basin (including the addition of all 4 million square feet of new development anticipated in the recently adopted UCSF Long Range Development Plan) would total approximately 4.8 mgd,[footnoteRef:13] which would result in the need for permanent improvements to the pump station and a long term increase in capacity. In addition, as discussed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, the increased wastewater flows from the proposed project could increase the volume of combined sewer discharges (CSDs) from the Mariposa Pump Station which could necessitate improvements to the Mariposa wet weather pump station. The SFPUC anticipates that complete pump station replacement could be required.[footnoteRef:14] Engineering planning and design for pump station improvements or replacement have not been completed, and are preliminarily scheduled to commence by mid-2015. The SFPUC anticipates that improvements might include actions such as enlarging the existing sewer main on Mariposa Street between 3rd Street and the Mariposa Pump Station; upgrading and adding dry weather pumps with potential temporary wet weather pump modifications; upgrading or replacing the dry-weather sump in the pump station; constructing new connections to the transport and storage box structure and rehabilitating the structure; and improving the hydraulic capacity of the downstream gravity sewers, if needed. A new dry weather pump station could potentially be relocated within approximately a quarter mile radius of the existing location.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: This seems to indicate that the project itself will trigger the need for improvements.  As noted in our previous comments, this needs to be clear.  	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this occurring separate from the project?  Again if the project is triggering the need for these improvements, that needs to be made very clear. 
There would also need to be (1) a plan in place for making the improvements before the project is built; (2) an analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the improvements in this SEIR.  If there are no impacts associated with constructing an expanded pump station, the text should state that.

If necessary, the funding issues can probably be resolved at a later time outside of the CEQA process.   [13:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ]  [14:  	Ibid.] 



Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station


There is the potential that a portion of the project-related wastewater flows could also be discharged to the sewer drainage area of the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. UCSF has indicated to the SFPUC that under full build out of its recently approved Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), UCSF flows to this pump station will be 6.63 mgd, close to the most recently measured capacity of 6.7 mgd. To address this, the LRDP recommends replacing the existing pumps to increase the capacity to 7.34 mgd, although this recommendation has not been approved by the SFPUC.   Additional modifications could be required to accommodate any additional flows from the proposed project site. The SFPUC has indicated that potential upgrades and modifications might include actions such as replacing existing pumps with larger pumps; installing additional pumps; enlarging the pump station wet well and installing associated controls; and modifying or realigning the force main.[footnoteRef:15]	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments above. This seems to indicate the project itself would have a significant impact. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments above.  If improvements are needed to accommodate the project (as indicated above) the specific improvements need to be identified; there needs to be an unambiguous commitment to making the required upgrades; and their potential environmental impacts must be analyzed.   [15:  	THIS REFERENCE WILL BE THE MEMO FROM DPW ABOUT THE MISSION BAY SANITARY PUMP STATION] 



Construction of the permanent improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains to accommodate increased peak flows from the proposed project could potentially result in significant environmental effects. Therefore, this would be a significant impact, both individually and cumulatively.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: How so?  If the project is triggering these impacts, they need to be analyzed now.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There should be a separate discussion regarding the project’s individual impacts.  


While the SFPUC has conducted flow monitoring to establish wastewater flows at each pump station and provided a conceptual description of the permanent improvements that could be required, the SFPUC has not completed the planning and design of specific improvements or replacement to these pump stations.  However, regardless of the design of the specific improvements, it can be assumed that the pump station and force main improvements would generally be built at or near the same location as the existing facilities (i.e., within the same sewage drainage sub-basin). Standard construction techniques would likely be used and confined within a limited area, with construction lasting for several months to a year. Construction could include activities such as construction staging, clearing and grubbing, limited excavation and grading, foundation work, and construction/installation of the new facilities. Depending on site-specific conditions, groundwater dewatering and material off-haul could be required as part of the construction activities. These construction activities would be expected to result in temporary increases in truck and construction employee traffic, noise, and air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, depending on the site-specific design and location, the pump station improvements could result in physical effects on cultural resources, biological resources, water quality, and hazardous materials. Most, if not all, of these potential impacts can generally be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with typical mitigation measures, similar to those identified in the Initial Study and the SEIR for this project. Long-term operational impacts would likely be less than significant because operation of the pump stations would be similar to existing operations of these facilities.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See previous comments. If the project itself will trigger the need for these improvements (i.e. the project cannot be built without them) there needs to be a plan in place and the environmental impacts need to be analyzed now.  


Prior to SFPUC's implementation of the permanent pump station and force main improvements, project-level CEQA review would be required to identify potential impacts associated with construction and operation of these improvements and project-specific mitigation measures for any significant impacts. This analysis cannot be performed until the SFPUC identifies the specific improvements that will be constructed in order to address the need to provide increased pump station and force main capacity.  CEQA environmental review of the future improvements/replacement of the Mariposa and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains would ensure that measures to avoid or minimize impacts on the environment would be considered in the approval process for these improvements. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles:  


The SFPUC is currently working with the project sponsor to determine the appropriate assumptions for the project's contribution to the required increases in pump station capacity and associated improvements. The SFPUC has indicated that planning for these pump station improvements are currently in progress, but as yet, has not identified a timetable for completing these long term improvements.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: The discussion above seems to indicate that the project itself will trigger the need for improvements.  In other words, without the improvements the project cannot be built because the current system cannot accommodate the project.   


Thus, in the absence of specific plans and design for pump station improvements and prior to the completion of CEQA environmental review for those improvements, it is not possible to determine at this time whether impacts resulting from construction and/or operation of pump station and force main improvements could be mitigated to a less than significant level. Furthermore, implementation of any improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control. Lastly, there is uncertainty in timing as to when the SFPUC will be able to complete the necessary capacity improvements. Therefore, because the increase in wastewater flows would require the construction of new wastewater facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects, this impact would be significant and unavoidable. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There should be a detailed explanation why improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control. Perhaps add a discussion in the Regulatory Framework section describing who has control (i.e. SFPUC, master developer (?)) and why it is not the Warriors.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: The discussion above seems to indicate that the existing system cannot accommodate the project and therefore, the necessary capacity improvements must be completed before the project can be built.  Please clarify.  


It is assumed that the SFPUC will implement the permanent pump station and force main improvements at the Mariposa and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Stations as soon as feasible, but the schedule for these improvements is currently unknown and completion could occur after the proposed project is constructed and operational.[footnoteRef:16] In the event this were to happen, during the interim period, it is assumed that in order to remain in compliance with RWQCB permit requirements, the SFPUC would make internal operational or piping changes to accommodate the project-related flows. The interim system modifications would be subject to the approval of the RWQCB under the terms of the Bayside NPDES permit. Approval by the RWQCB would ensure that water quality of the Bay would be protected during the interim period. Any interim system modifications are assumed to be operational or internal to the existing pump stations and therefore would not result in any physical environmental effects. The project sponsor is currently working with the SFPUC and coordinating the project design to ensure that the City's wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities can accommodate the proposed project during both the interim and long term periods.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment immediately above.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There needs to be a better explanation and firm commitment to an interim plan.  Is this even possible/feasible?  What would the specific modifications be?  Why would they not have a significant impact?  When would the modifications occur? Etc.  [16:  	Note that the SFPUC is considering a design/build project delivery model which will expedite implementation of the pump station and force main improvements. ] 



Summary of Impact C-UT-12, Wastewater Treatment Capacity


As discussed above, the SFPUC has determined that under the proposed project in combination with full build out of Mission Bay South, wastewater flows could exceed the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Stations and associated force mains. Therefore, improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains, would be required to accommodate the project-related wastewater flows. While temporary or interim measures to accommodate the flows would not result in significant environmental effects because they would be operational or internal to the pump stations, construction of the permanent improvements could potentially result in significant environmental effects. Because specific plans and design for permanent pump station improvements have not been finalized and CEQA environmental review has not been completed, it is not possible at this time to conclude whether impacts resulting from these improvements could be mitigated to a less than significant level. Furthermore, implementation of any improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control and there is uncertainty in timing as to when the SFPUC will be able to complete the necessary capacity improvements. Therefore, this would be a significant and unavoidable impact related to requiring construction of new wastewater facilities or the expansion of existing wastewater facilities, with no feasible mitigation available to the project sponsor. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: The interim plan needs to be developed in detail prior to project approval to demonstrate that it is feasible,  will actually occur, and will not have environmental impacts. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: There should be a better explanation here.  Why is implementation of any improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control? Is there nothing the project sponsor can do for mitigation (i.e., pay fees, finance the improvements subject to reimbursement, etc.)?    


Mitigation: None currently available.


Comparison of Impact C-UT-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that, based on anticipated land uses as offices, the estimated average wastewater flow to each sub-basin from the project site would be 0.096 mgd and the estimated peak flow would 0.289 mgd; this corresponds to a total average flow of 0.192 mgd and a total peak flow of 0.578 mgd. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that, as designed, the wastewater collection systems would have sufficient capacity for these estimated flows and the effects related to expansion of existing wastewater treatment facilities or construction of new facilities would be less than significant. As described above, the proposed project would generate an average daily wastewater flow of 0.164 mgd during an event at full capacity, which is less than what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, but the peak flow is estimated to be 1.074 mgd, nearly twice what was estimated in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section (p. V.M.51) stated that if a specific development phase triggers the need for increased sewer capacity, upgraded sewer lines, or expanded sewer service, the proposed improvements would be described in the preliminary plan, and would require the approval of the San Francisco Clean Water Program (now part of the SFPUC) staff. The proposed improvements would be based on the “adjacency” concept, meaning that the improvements would need to provide adequate conveyance and storage capacity for the phase under development and for expected future development to be served by the improved sewer facilities. Large scale improvements needed for cumulative effects of development phases would be reviewed by the Clean Water Program Staff and could include improvements such as installation of new sewer lines or a pump station. While the Mission Bay FSEIR acknowledged the potential for needed upgrades to the wastewater system, specific upgrades were not identified. In addition, the project-related peak flows would be almost twice what was analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the project would result in a substantially more severe significant impact than was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Was there a preliminary plan prepared for the project? It is not clear that this procedure has been followed.  See similar comment above.  


_________________________


Impact C-UT-3: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would not require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Less than Significant)	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: The should also be a discussion of the project’s individual impact.  


Currently, the project site contains a paved parking lot on the north and west portions of the site, and the remainder of the site consists of an undeveloped lot largely covered in gravel, with sparse ruderal vegetation and a depressed area that collects surface drainage. Implementation of the project would eliminate the undeveloped portions of the site and would increase the overall impervious surfaces at Blocks 29-32, thereby increasing the volume of stormwater runoff. 


The project site would be served by the Mission Bay South storm drain infrastructure, as constructed and operated by the master developer,[footnoteRef:17] which will include two separated stormwater systems within the perimeter streets. As described in the stormwater hydraulic analysis prepared for the project,[footnoteRef:18] stormwater flows from the northern portion of the project site would be routed by gravity to Storm Drain Pump Station No. 1 (SDPS-1), which has been designed to handle stormwater flows generated from the planned build-out of the tributary drainage area. This pump station has five high-flow or wet weather pumps, with a combined design capacity of 27,810 gallons per minute. [17:  The initial stormwater infrastructure, including the pump station, is anticipated to be completed in fall 2015, although final completion, particularly the bioswales, is not expected to be completed until 2016.]  [18: 	BKF, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Stormwater Memorandum, January 6, 2015] 



Stormwater flows from the southern portion of the project site would be conveyed to Storm Drain Pump Station No. 5 (SDPS-5) located to the south of proposed project site, across from 16th Street within Park P23. This pump station will be equipped with five submersible wet weather only pumps, one submersible treatment pump, and two submersible dry weather pumps with a combined capacity of 32,500 gallons per minute. This system, including SDPS-5, is currently under construction and anticipated to be completed in 2015, prior to construction and operation of the proposed project. 


The project stormwater analysis completed for the project sponsor concluded that the capacity of the separated stormwater system is adequate to serve the project in combination with other development projects that would be constructed at full build out of Mission Bay South. Therefore, the project, either individually or cumulatively, would not require the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities nor expansion of the existing facilities, and this impact would be less than significant.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Although it seems obvious, it should also be noted that the infrastructure will accommodate the project itself since it will be online before construction and operation of the project.  	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comment immediately above.  It needs to be made clear that the existing system will be able to accommodate the project and the analysis is not relying on improvements contemplated after the project is completed.  


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-UT-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with the sewer system improvements proposed as part of the plan, including reconfiguration of the Central and Mariposa sub-basins and construction of a separate stormwater system, the Mission Bay Plan would accommodate the projected changes to stormwater flows. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effects of implementation of the Mission Bay Plan on stormwater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant.


Because project-related stormwater flows would be within the capacity of the Mission Bay South infrastructure and the project would be consistent with the projected build out condition, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mitigation Measure M.5 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section requires conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the former Bay basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. However, this mitigation measure is not applicable to the proposed project because the Bay basin has been incorporated into the reconfigured Central sub-basin and the project would discharge to the Mission Bay separate stormwater system that has already been constructedis currently being constructed and will be completed before project construction begins.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Verify. 


_________________________


Impact C-UT-4: The project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would result in a determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As discussed in Impact C-UT-2, the sewer analysis for the proposed project estimates that the average daily wastewater flow during an event at full capacity would be 0.164 mgd and the peak wastewater flows would be 1.074 mgd.[footnoteRef:19] The SFPUC has notified the project sponsor that improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains would be required to accommodate the project-related wastewater flows.[footnoteRef:20],[footnoteRef:21] [19:  	BKF Engineers, 2015. Water and Sewer Analyses for Golden State Warriors Arena @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. January 9.]  [20:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ]  [21:  	THIS REFERENCE WILL BE THE MEMO FROM DPW ABOUT THE MISSION BAY SANITARY PUMP STATION] 



As stated above, the capacity shortfall for these pump stations is due to the proposed project in combination with the cumulative effects of increased wastewater flows from other projects in the sewer drainage areas that have been identified subsequent to the publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR. In particular, the UCSF LRDP EIR addressed wastewater flows from the Mission Bay campus.[footnoteRef:22] As stated in Chapter 7 of the UCSF LRDP EIR, UCSF independent engineering studies determined that it is not necessary to replace and/or upsize City or UCSF sanitary sewer conveyance piping already constructed in order to serve the proposed growth at the Mission Bay campus site.[footnoteRef:23] The engineering studies also determined that after accounting for the 0.23 mgd contribution of wastewater from the Mission Bay campus to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station, the pump station would need to have a capacity of 6.63 mgd which is less than the existing capacity. To address future capacity, UCSF proposed the installation of more powerful pumps that would increase the pump station capacity to 7.34 mgd, be of similar size to the existing pumps, and connect to the existing discharge piping. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: See comments above.  The discussion needs to be clear whether the project itself will trigger the need for improvements (which seems to be the case).  [22:  	University of California, UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Environmental Impact Report. August 2014. State Clearinghouse Number 2013092047.]  [23: 	The City will need to validate these studies and will also need to evaluate collection system capacities to ensure adequate capacity remains during detailed project design phase(s) of the UCSF Mission Bay Campus.] 



Similar to the proposed project, the planned UCSF Mission Bay campus improvements will discharge stormwater to the new separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay South, but will discharge wastewater to the Mariposa sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system, which is served by the Mariposa Pump Station. The UCSF LRDP Final EIR also notes that average dry weather flows to the Mariposa Pump Station exceed previous projections and the existing capacity for dry weather flows at the time of Final EIR publication, even without flows from the Mission Bay campus. As stated in the UCSF LRDP Final EIR, the Mariposa Pump Station would need to be upgraded and the SFPUC is analyzing temporary measures (referred to as “interim improvements” in Impact C-UT-2) to accommodate flows in the interim period between opening the Phase 1 Medical Center on February 1, 2015 and construction of a long-term solution to increase the dry-weather capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station.


Based on this, the UCSF LRDP EIR concluded that there would be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact because improvements to both pump stations could be required to accommodate wastewater flows from the Mission Bay campus site; construction of the improvements could result in environmental effects; it was unknown whether the SFPUC would approve the upgrades or require additional modifications; and implementation of the necessary improvements is outside of the UCSF jurisdiction. 


Because the SFPUC has determined that there is currently inadequate capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand (as well as UCSF's demand), this cumulative impact would be significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4, Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades, would offset the project's contribution to this impact. The measure would require the project sponsor to contribute its fair share to the SFPUC for the required improvements to the pump stations and associated force mains. However, because the necessary improvements have not been completely defined and implementation of the improvements to the City's wastewater system is outside of the project sponsor’s control, this impact would be significant and unavoidable, with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4: Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades


The project sponsor shall pay its fair share for improvements to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and/or the Mariposa Pump Station and associated force mains required to provide adequate sewer capacity within the project area and serve the project as determined by the SFPUC. The contribution shall be in proportion to the wastewater flows from the proposed project relative to the total design capacity of the upgraded pump station(s). The project sponsor shall not be responsible for any share of costs to address pre-existing pump station deficiencies. 


Comparison of Impact C-UT-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay Plan would generate approximately 2.5 mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow), and it concluded that as designed, the wastewater collection systems would have sufficient capacity for these estimated flows. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that, based on anticipated land uses as offices, the estimated average wastewater flow to each sub-basin from the project site would be 0.096 mgd and the estimated peak flow would be 0.289 mgd; this corresponds to a total average flow of 0.192 mgd and a total peak flow of 0.578 mgd. At that time, the SFPUC had not indicated that there could be inadequate capacity to serve individual project’s wastewater demand within the Mission Bay Plan area in addition to its other known commitments. Therefore, this impact was less than significant as analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


However, as described above, the project would result in a new significant impact not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR because project-related peak wastewater flows would be greater than analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR and subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the SFPUC has determined that the wastewater system would have inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in combination with all development projects that would be constructed at full build out under the Mission Bay Plan.
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Public Services


Introduction


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with public services—including fire protection, emergency medical services, and law enforcement—due to implementation of the proposed project. The section evaluates whether the project would require new or physically altered governmental facilities to maintain adequate service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives, the construction of which would result in substantial adverse physical impacts on the environment. Potential project effects on other public services, including public school facilities, health services, childcare services, library services, and street maintenance services are addressed in the Initial Study, Section 12, Public Services, and potential project effects on public parks are addressed in the Initial Study, Section 10, Recreation (see Appendix NOP-IS). 


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Public Services, and Community Services and Utilities Sections


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section characterized existing fire and police protection services serving the Mission Bay plan area and surrounding area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR noted that there were no San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) fire stations operating within the Mission Bay plan area in 1998; however, the plan area was served by up to six surrounding fire stations. The Mission Bay FSEIR also reported that the Mission Bay South area was located within the San Francisco Police Department’s (SFPD) Bayview District.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay plan would potentially result in a significant increase in demand for fire protection and associated emergency medical services in the Mission Bay plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment would be required in the Mission Bay South plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency and maintain adequate levels of service. The FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. 


The Mission Bay plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) that would ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the new police station proposed under the Mission Bay plan would increase community involvement and lower crime rates in the Mission Bay plan area and ensure impacts to police protection services would be less than significant. Potential impacts associated with the construction and operation of the new police/fire station itself were included in the overall analysis of the Mission Bay plan in the FSEIR. As explained below, the new station at Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay plan area became operational in April 2015. 


[bookmark: _Toc236124634]Setting


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services


San Francisco Fire Department


The SFFD provides fire protection and emergency medical services for the City and County of San Francisco. Emergency medical transportation to San Francisco hospitals is provided by a dynamically deployed fleet of both public and private ambulance services.


Currently, the nearest SFFD stations to the project site that would provide the first response for fire suppression, rescue, and emergency medical service include the following: 


· Station 4 in Public Safety Building at Third Street and Mission Rock Street (one-third mile from the project site)


· Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street and Fourth Street (one mile from the project site)


· Station 25 at 3305 Third Street at Cargo Way (1.3 miles from the project site)


· Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street at 16th Street (0.9 miles from the project site)


The City’s Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets, which includes Station 4, became operational in April 2015. The traffic signals at the intersection of Mission Rock Street with Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard can be controlled by the SFFD for preemptive signal control to allow unimpeded travel by SFFD emergency vehicles through these intersections in an emergency.


Table 5.8-1 summarizes the existing SFFD staffing and equipment in the project area.


Table 5.8-1
summary of existing SFFD staffing and equipment in Project Area 


			SFFD Fire Station


			Staffing 
per Shift


			Total Members


			Special Unit


			Fire Engines/ Trucks


			Command Unit





			No. 4: Third St. / Mission Rock St.


			9


			35


			


			1 engine
1 truck


			





			No. 8: Bluxome St. / Fourth St.


			10


			40


			


			1 engine
1 truck


			Battalion Chief





			No. 25: 3305 Third Street at Cargo Way


			4


			16


			


			1 engine


			





			No. 29: 299 Vermont Street at 16th Street


			4


			16


			


			1 engine


			





			SOURCE: San Francisco Fire Department, 2015











Table 5.8-2 summarizes the number of SFFD responses in the project area from December 2013 through November 2014 and the average response time.


Table 5.8-2
summary of SFFD Responses for Fire Stations in Project Area 
(December 2013 through november 2014a)


			SFFD
Fire Station No.


			Fire 
Responses


			Medical 
Responses


			Total 
Responses


			Average Response Time (minutes)





			4b


			1,038


			580


			1,618


			5.98





			8


			1,681


			5,599


			7,280


			5.98





			25


			1,045


			1,551


			2,596


			6.53





			29


			1,204


			2,972


			4,176


			5.71





			a	SFFD data reported for December 1, 2013 through November 30, 2014.


b	New SFFD Fire Station No. 4 at San Francisco Public Safety Building in Mission Bay became operational in April 2015. As a result, reported response data presented in this table for this station for the reported period is from its proposed response area.	Comment by Whit Manley: This doesn’t make sense. If the station did not exist (and therefore there were no responses), how is there reported response data? Please clarify what this data shows.





SOURCE: San Francisco Fire Department, 2015











The SFFD formerly operated and maintained the Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) used for fire protection use only, but since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, management of this system has been transferred to the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission's (SFPUC) City Distribution Division. This high pressure water supply system is distinct and separate from the City’s domestic water and standard fire hydrant system. The AWSS consists of 150 miles of 8- to 20-inch diameter mains, 1,550 special fire hydrants, a high elevation water reservoir and two large water tanks, emergency saltwater pump stations, and series of underground cisterns. The two AWSS emergency saltwater pumping stations (located at Second Street/Townsend Street and at Fort Mason) each have a pumping capacity of 10,000 gallons per minute (gpm) to supplement the AWSS with saltwater. An existing AWSS water line extends along Third Street adjacent to the project site (see Initial Study, Section 11, Appendix NOP-IS for more discussion).


The SFFD fire boats the Phoenix and the Guardian (stationed at Station No. 35 at Pier 22½) can make those connections directly into the AWSS via five special manifolds installed along the Bay shoreline to serve as a backup to the City’s landside saltwater pumping stations. The nearest SFFD fire boat manifolds to the project site are at Islais Creek/Third Street to the south, and at Pier 22½ to the north. The Phoenix has a pumping capacity of over 9,600 gpm, equal to that of one of the landside pumping stations. The Guardian has the largest pumping capacity of any fireboat in the world (24,000 gpm) and is the only fireboat that is outfitted with a 5½-inch monitor tip, capable of pumping 9,000 gpm onto a fire from just one of its monitors. The SFFD has also received federal grant money to procure a third fireboat, anticipated to be operational in summer 2015 and stationed at Pier 22½.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  	San Francisco Fire Department, communications with Assistant Deputy Chief Ken Lombardi, January 11, 2015 and January 21, 2015.] 



Law Enforcement Services


San Francisco Police Department


The SFPD provides law enforcement services in the City and County of San Francisco. The SFPD is mandated by the City Charter to maintain a sworn staff of 1,971, excluding officers assigned to the San Francisco International Airport, and officers not available for field duty (e.g., due to onduty injuries, temporary modified duty, medical leave, and administrative leave). During 2014, the Department averaged 1,715 total full-duty sworn officers. In 2012, the SFPD initiated a six-year hiring plan to gradually increase the number of SFPD officers (with an average of three recruit academies of 50 new hires planned per year) and the mandated SFPD staffing level goal is anticipated to be reached in mid-2018.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  	San Francisco Police Department, 2013 Annual Report, available online at http://sf-police.org/index.aspx? page=3992, accessed January 22, 2015.] 



The SFPD assigns its officers to ensure adequate staff are available to provide minimum safety services as well as to staff special events and deploy officers to meet unexpected needs when services require “all hands,” such as during October of every year when multiple major events are held in the City.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  	Ibid.] 



Patrol functions are performed by the police officers of the SFPD Field Operations Bureau from ten district stations. The project site is currently within the jurisdiction of the SFPD’s Bayview District. The SFPD Bayview District currently covers an approximately 9.1-square mile area, extending south from the Mission Creek Channel covering all of Mission Bay South plan area, and continuing south through the Potrero Hill, Dogpatch and Bayview neighborhoods to the San Mateo County line. The SFPD Bayview District Station is located at 201 Williams Street, approximately 2½ miles south of the project site.


However, with the recent relocation of the SFPD headquarters and Southern District Station to the Public Safety Building at Third Street at Mission Rock Street, the SFPD district boundaries are being revised. By June 2015, the project site is anticipated to be within the jurisdiction of the SFPD’s Southern District.[footnoteRef:5] The SFPD Southern District currently covers an approximately 3square mile area, from roughly Market Street on the north, The Embarcadero waterfront on the east, the Mission Creek Channel on the south, and Division Street on the west, but these boundaries are expected to be revised by June 2015 to include Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. The Southern District Station contains five patrol sectors on the mainland and one on Treasure Island, in addition to several foot beats and officers that patrol on bicycles.  [5:  	San Francisco Police Department, communications with Captain Michael Redmond, Commanding Officer, Southern District Station, January 5, 2015, January 6, 2015, and January 15, 2015.] 



The SFPD’s Southern District is responsible for managing the law enforcement services for many events each year, including San Francisco Giants home games at AT&T Park, Oracle World, Macworld, Google Convention, St. Patrick's Day Parade, and Gay Pride Parade, and in 2013, the 34th America’s Cup event. The SFPD routinely provides increased police protection for special events, including assigning additional SFPD personnel (police officers and on-site command/ dispatch center) specifically for these events. The level of SFPD personnel required for a particular event is determined by the SFPD’s Event Commander in coordination with the event sponsor in advance of the event as well as by levels established in event security/operations plans. The Department of Parking and Traffic typically provides traffic control services for special events.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  	Ibid.] 



For example, for San Francisco Giants home games at AT&T Park, the SFPD typically provides on-duty officers from five or more SFPD district stations to provide police protection in the ballpark vicinity during games, along with motorized patrol support from the SFPD Honda unit and the SFPD Southern District Station’s radio car as needed. In addition, the SFPD’s Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) Division provides officers to assist with facilitation of pedestrian traffic through Muni Metro areas for Giants games. Additional off-duty officers are used to provide additional police protection within the interior of the ballpark. Also, the SFPD maintains agreements with certain parking lot operators in Mission Bay, where SFPD bicycle officers provide security at lots used by ballgame patrons.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  	Ibid.] 



Table 5.8-3 summarizes the average annual number and types of crimes that occurred within the Mission Bay Plan area between 2012 and 2014. The SFPD indicates that the crime rate within the immediate project site vicinity (e.g., one-half mile radius of the project site) is lower than elsewhere within the Bayview District, as well as lower than the City as a whole.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  	Ibid.] 



Table 5.8-3
summary of annual Crimes in 
Mission Bay Plan Areaa (average 2012-2014)


			Crime


			Number





			Arson


			1





			Assault


			20





			Burglary


			65





			Larceny/Theft


			489





			Robbery


			20





			Sex Offense


			2





			Vehicle Theft


			42





			Total


			638





			a	Thise area that the for which the SFPD collected statistics for  approximates, but does not  match exactly, the Mission Bay Plan area.


SOURCE: San Francisco Police Department, 2015











Port of San Francisco Police


The Port of San Francisco employs one police officer based at Pier 26 who responds to complaints and actively patrols the Port property from Pier 90 to Aquatic Park (including the area directly east of the project site) from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. SFPD provides backup to the Port’s officer and law enforcement services after 4:00 p.m. and on weekends.


San Francisco Sheriff’s Department


The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department (SFSD) manages the San Francisco County Jail and protects City-owned critical infrastructure. In addition, the SFSD augments law enforcement at the request of the SFPD.


California Highway Patrol


The California Highway Patrol (CHP) provides law enforcement services on state highways, including the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. The nearest CHP station to the project site is Station 335, at 455 Eighth Street in San Francisco.


University of California Police Department


The University of California Police Department (UCPD) provides police protection services for University of California properties and facilities, including the University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus. The UCPD is comprised of the Field Services Division, which provides police and investigative services, the Professional Standards Division, and the Homeland Security and Emergency Management Division. The UCSF Police Department maintains its headquarters at 654 Minnesota Street, and a patrol substation at the Mission Bay campus.


Regulatory Framework


State Regulations


California Master Mutual Aid Agreement


The California Master Mutual Aid Agreement is a framework agreement between the State of California and local governments for aid and assistance by the interchange of services and facilities, including but not limited to fire, police, medical and health, communication, and transportation services and facilities to cope with the problems of rescue, relief, evacuation, rehabilitation, and reconstruction.


California Fire Code


State fire regulations are set forth in Sections 13000, et seq. of the California Health and Safety Code, which includes regulations concerning building standards (as set forth in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, the California Building Code), fire protection and notification systems, fire protection devices (such as fire extinguishers and smoke alarms), high-rise building and child care facility standards, and fire suppression training. California Fire Code Section 403.2 addresses public safety for both indoor and outdoor gatherings, including emergency vehicle ingress and egress, fire protection, emergency medical services, public assembly areas and the directing of both attendees and vehicles (including the parking of vehicles), vendor and food concession distribution, and the need for the presence of law enforcement and fire and emergency medical services personnel at the event. 


Local Regulations


San Francisco General Plan


The San Francisco General Plan provides general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions and development throughout the city, as described in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies. The Community Facilities Element of the General Plan contains the following objectives and policies relevant to public services: 


Objective 1: Distribute, locate and design police facilities in a manner that will enhance the effective, efficient and responsive performance of police functions.


Policy 1.1: Locate police functions that are best conducted on a centralized basis in a police headquarters building.


Policy 1.2: Provide the number of district stations that balance service effectiveness with community desires for neighborhood police facilities.


Policy 1.3: Enhance closer police/community interaction through the decentralization of police services that need not be centralized.


Policy 1.4: Distribute, locate, and design police support facilities so as to maximize their effectiveness, use, and accessibility for police personnel.


Policy 1.6: Design facilities to allow for flexibility, future expansion, full operation in the event of a seismic emergency, and security and safety for personnel, while still maintaining an inviting appearance that is in scale with neighborhood development.


Policy 1.7: Combine police facilities with other public uses whenever multi-use facilities support planning goals, fulfill neighborhood needs, and meet police service needs.


Policy 2.1: Provide expanded police/community relations and police services through outreach programs, primarily utilizing existing facilities.


Policy 2.2: Establish police district boundaries along natural neighborhood edges, and reinforce neighborhood identity by locating district stations near the centers of their service areas.


Policy 2.3: Design police facilities to maximize opportunities for promoting community/ police relations through dual use of facilities.


Objective 5: Development of a system of firehouses which will meet the operating requirements of the Fire Department in providing fire protection services and which will be in harmony with related public service facilities and with all other features and facilities of land development and transportation provided for in other sections of the General Plan.


San Francisco Police Code


The San Francisco Police Code contains regulations for various types of activities such as automobile use, permitting and licensing, and disorderly conduct. The City’s noise ordinance is also part of the Police Code (Article 29) – see Section 5.3, Noise Regulatory Framework.


San Francisco Fire Code


The San Francisco Fire Code was revised in 2007 to regulate and govern the safeguarding of life and property from fire and explosion hazards arising from the storage, handling, and use of hazardous substances, materials, and devices, and from conditions hazardous to life or property in the occupancy of buildings and premises; to provide for the issuance of permits, inspections, and other SFFD services; and to provide for the assessment and collection of fees for those permits, inspections, and services. The SFFD reviews building plans to ensure that fire and life safety is provided and maintained in the buildings that fall under its jurisdiction. SFFD building plan review applies to all of the following occupancy types:


· All Assembly Occupancies (including restaurants and other gathering places for 50 or more occupants)


· All Educational Occupancies (including commercial day care facilities)


· All Hazardous Occupancies (including repair garages, body shops, fuel storage, and emergency generator installation)


· All Storage Occupancies where potential exists for high-piled storage as defined by Fire Code


· All Institutional Occupancies


· All High-Rise Buildings of all occupancies


· Residential Occupancies, such as hotels, motels, lodging houses, residential care facilities, apartment houses, small- and large-family day care homes, and R-1 artisan buildings (excluding minor residential repairs such as kitchen and bath remodeling and dry rot repair)


· Certified family-care homes, out-of-home placement facilities, halfway houses, drug and/or alcohol rehabilitation facilities


· Tents, awnings, or other fabric enclosures used in connection with any occupancy


· All fire alarm and fire suppression systems


In coordination with the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection and the Port Building Department, the SFFD conducts plan checks to ensure that all structures, occupancies, and systems outlined above are designed in accordance with the San Francisco Building Code prior to the issuance of a building permit. 


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to public services if the project were to:


· Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services such as fire protection, law enforcement, or other services.


Impacts regarding emergency vehicle access are addressed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


The proposed project could have a significant impact on public services if (1) it would require the construction of new or physically altered governmental facilities in order to maintain acceptable levels of public services, and (2) the construction or alteration of such facilities would result in one or more substantial adverse impacts on the environment. While the proposed project includes provision of space at the event center for the SFFD and SFPD to use during games/events (e.g., command center), the physical impacts related to construction and operation of those facilities are addressed as part of the proposed project and included within the analyses in the appropriate environmental resource topic sections of this SEIR. 


Other effects that could result from the proposed project—such as the potential for an increase in crime, public drinking, outdoor crowd noise, building defacement, public urination, ticket scalping, pan-handling, vandalism, litter, graffiti, and other activities that may result in a diminished quality of life for neighborhood residents—are not considered impacts under CEQA unless such effects result in the need for the construction of new or physically altered governmental facilities in order to maintain acceptable levels of public services, and the construction of such facilities result in adverse physical environmental impacts. These quality of life issues would be considered as part of OCII and the City’s project planning and approval processes, outside of the CEQA environmental review process. 


Nevertheless, the proposed project would incorporate certain services, facilities, and site management practices that would minimize the project’s effects on the quality of life for the surrounding neighborhood. These include: the provision of on-site space, including a command center at the event center for use by the sponsor's security personnel, SFPD, SFFD, and San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA); provision of private security guards to regularly patrol buildings and grounds, and increased security for games/events to provide on-site crowd management and public safety; inclusion of applicable on-site security equipment; use of traffic control personnel and implementation of a transportation management plan for games/events to facilitate safe movement of, and minimize potential conflicts among pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles; use of maintenance and cleaning staff to regularly clean and maintain the buildings and grounds and provide litter control; incorporation of public restroom facilities in proposed buildings and open space areas; and installation of recycling/trash/compost receptacles as required by the City. 


The impact analysis below first considers whether the project would require the construction of new or altered governmental facilities (beyond those included in the proposed project), in order to maintain acceptable performance standards for public services. If new or altered public service facilities are determined to be required to serve the project, then the analysis evaluates whether construction of such facilities would have a substantial adverse physical impact on the environment. For example, if the SFPD determined that a new police station would be required to be constructed to maintain adequate service levels for law enforcement, the impact analysis would evaluate whether construction or operation of the new police station would have significant impacts on the physical environment.


If the project were to result in increased demand for law enforcement, fire protection, and/or emergency medical services, there could be economic impacts that are unrelated to the construction of new or altered facilities. Costs incurred by the agencies that would provide law enforcement, fire protection, and emergency medical services would not be considered an environmental impact under CEQA, and as such, CEQA environmental review does not address mitigation measures to compensate public service agencies for such costs.


For purposes of the impact analysis, it is assumed that project improvements would be designed and constructed in compliance with all applicable building and fire codes, which include requirements for fire alarms, smoke detectors, sprinkler systems, fire extinguishers, and the number and location of exits.


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on public services encompasses the areas served by the SFFD, SFPD, and other federal and state government facilities that provide fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services in the project area.


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative impacts on public services in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. For the public services cumulative impact analysis, future development projects considered in the analysis include those that would require law enforcement services and fire protection/emergency medical services. Similar to the analysis for project impacts, the cumulative impact analysis assumes that construction and operations of other projects in the immediate vicinity would also be completed in compliance with applicable regulations regarding the provision of public services. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with project implementation in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation


Impact PS-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


Construction


Fire Protection, Emergency Medical Services, and Law Enforcement


Impact PS-2: Construction of the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for fire protection, emergency medical services, or law enforcement. (Less than Significant)	Comment by Whit Manley: GLOBAL COMMENT:
This chapter does no discuss any service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives.  If there are any such standards, they should be cited in the analysis, since the impact analysis turns in part on them. 


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. The number of construction workers present on-site daily would vary, depending on the specific construction activities being performed and the overlap between construction phases. During peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between approximately 330 and 700 construction workers at the project site. The presence of construction workers on-site could result in an incremental, temporary increase in demand for fire protection, emergency medical services, and law enforcement. As described in Section E.3, Population and Housing, in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS), it is expected that a portion of the construction labor needs would be met by residents of San Francisco, who are currently being served by these City services and therefore would not represent an increase in demand for City services. In any case, this incremental, temporary increase in demand for services during construction could be accommodated by the existing fire protection, emergency medical services, and law enforcement services and would not require construction of new or physically altered facilities to maintain services. Therefore, maintaining acceptable fire protection, emergency medical services, and law enforcement during construction of the proposed project would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact PS-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential construction-related impacts to fire protection, emergency medical, or law enforcement services. However, because project impacts would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the FSEIR.


_________________________


Operation


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services


Impact PS-3: Operation of the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for fire protection or emergency medical services. (Less than Significant)


An increase in population at the project site and vicinity, including patrons attending games and other events, customers frequenting proposed retail uses and restaurants; event center, office and retail employees; and visitors to the proposed public plazas would result in periodic increases in demand for fire protection and emergency medical services compared to existing conditions. Because the project does not include any residential uses, there would be no permanent increase in population at the project site. However, aAs discussed below, these periodic increases in demand for fire protection and emergency medical services would not require construction of new or physically altered fire protection or emergency medical facilities. 


The population increases associated with the project would be minimal in comparison to the population served by the existing fire stations in the project area. The increase in calls for fire protection and medical emergency response would not be substantial in light of the existing demand and capacity for fire protection and emergency medical services in the City. The project site is located in an existing urban area and would not extend demand of the SFFD beyond the current limits of its service capabilities. The proposed development would neither adversely affect SFFD service standards nor require an increase in SFFD staff that would require the construction of new fire protection facilities.[footnoteRef:9]	Comment by Whit Manley: This is a bit conclusory. Is there any quantitative data or facts to back this up? Are there any specific service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives that can be described here?  

Here, and elsewhere, make sure the record contains a memo to the file memorializing the conversation with the SFPD representative. [9:  	Communications with Assistant Deputy Chief Ken Lombardi, San Francisco Fire Department, January 11, 2015 and January 21, 2015.] 



As discussed above in the Setting, the newly-operational Fire Station 4 operates within the Public Safety Building, approximately one-third mile north of the project site; this fire house would serve as a first responder to fire and emergency medical incidences at the project site. In addition, there are several other existing fire stations (e.g., Fire Stations No. 8, 25 and 29) located within the project site vicinity that would provide supplemental fire protection and emergency medical response personnel and equipment at the project site, if needed.[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  	Ibid.] 



A high pressure AWSS water line currently extends along Third Street adjacent to the project site that would serve the proposed project. There are no AWSS deficiencies in the project area, and if needed, existing emergency saltwater pump stations and/or the SFFD fire boats could provide a supplemental source for emergency water for the AWSS.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  	Ibid.] 



As part of project operations for games and large events at the event center, the Warriors or other event sponsors would provide on-site medical services, including a first aid station and on-site medical personnel to provide first aid to game/event patrons or employees that may require medical assistance, which would further reduce potential effects on general emergency medical response providers.


The proposed development would be designed to comply with the most up-to-date building and fire codes and include state-of-the-art fire safety measures and equipment, including but not limited to, use of fire retardant building materials, inclusion of emergency water infrastructure (fire hydrants and sprinkler systems), installation of smoke detectors and fire extinguishers, emergency response notification systems, and provision of adequate emergency access ways within the project site for emergency vehicles. Project fire safety plans would be subject to review and approval by the SFFD.


Furthermore, as part of the project, a proposed command center at the event center would be used prior to, during, and after games/events by the SFFD, SFPD, SFMTA, and/or the project’s private security and emergency medical staff to coordinate incident response, facilitate communication and surveillance, implement the transportation management plan (TMP), and deploy parking control officers (PCOs). 


The periodic increase in demand for fire protection services discussed above would not require construction of new or physically altered fire protection facilities. The existing SFFD fire stations in the project vicinity (including the newly-operational Fire Station 4, located one-third mile north of the site), in combination with the proposed provision for on-site emergency medical staff for games/events, and provision of on-site fire prevention/protection measures, equipment and facilities at the project site, are currently adequate to meet the increases in demand for fire protection and emergency medical response services associated with the proposed project. No additional new or physically altered facilities would be necessary. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to the construction of new or physically altered fire protection facilities beyond those associated with the fire prevention measures incorporated into the proposed project.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: What measures is this referring to specifically?   Fire Code requirements for such structures?


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact PS-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would potentially result in a significant increase in demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment would be required in the Mission Bay South plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. The City’s Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets, which includes SFFD Fire Station 4 became operational in April 2015, and consequently, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures M.6a and M.6b have been implemented and are not longer applicable to the proposed project.


Therefore, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Law Enforcement Services


Impact PS-4: Operation of the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for law enforcement services. (Less than Significant)


An increase in population at the project site and vicinity, including patrons attending games and events, customers frequenting proposed retail uses and restaurants, event center, office and retail employees, and visitors to the proposed public plazas would result in a periodic increase in demand for law enforcement services. Because the project does not include any residential uses, there would be no permanent increase in population at the project site. However, tThese periodic increases in demand for law enforcement services would not require construction of new or physically altered law enforcement facilities. 


During non-event periods at the project site, the proposed project would require typical SFPD police protection services, which are expected to be similar to those services currently being provided to other mixed-use developments in the City. As discussed above, the newly-operational SFPD headquarters and Southern District police station are based in the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay, approximately one-third mile north of the project site. In addition, the event center, office and retail uses would provide their own on-site private security personnel and install proper security equipment (e.g., security nightlighting, CCTV system for video surveillance, and security gates/locks) similar to other mixed use developments in the City. The event center would also provide an on-site command center for on-site security personnel to monitor access to the site and provide communications resources seven days a week, 24 hours a day. 


However, when games and other large capacity events would occur at the event center, an increased level of SFPD police protection personnel would be required on- and/or off-site for patrolling and responding to potential incidences associated with the temporary increases in visitors. The SFPD anticipates that for games/events at the proposed event center, typical police responses would be associated with actions such as citations, ejections of fans from the arena and arrests, public intoxication, thefts from vehicles, and low-level assaults.[footnoteRef:12] The temporary increases in project-related visitors within the immediate vicinity of the adjacent UCSF Mission Bay campus could also result in periodic incidences requiring response from the UCSF Police Department. [12:  	San Francisco Police Department, communications with Captain Michael Redmond, Commanding Officer, Southern District Station, January 5, 2015, January 6, 2015 and January 15, 2015.] 



As discussed in the Setting, the SFPD routinely provides increased police protection for sports games (e.g., SF Giants baseball home games at AT&T Park) and other events in the City, and assigns and dedicates additional SFPD personnel specifically for these games/events. Accordingly, the SFPD would increase local staffing for the games/events at event center, as needed. The level of SFPD personnel required on- and/or off-site for games/events would be determined in advance of the game/event by the SFPD’s Event Commander in coordination with the Warriors and/or event sponsor and would be specified in event security/operations plans.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  	Ibid.] 



During games and events at the event center, the Warriors and/or event sponsor would also provide increased private security to assist in on-site crowd management and public safety during events, and would use traffic control personnel to assist in implementing the TMP to facilitate safe movement of, and minimize potential conflicts among pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles.


Furthermore, as part of the project, space within the event center would be provided for SFPD personnel to use during games/events for police administrative and operational functions, and could include police-related facilities typically included at sports arenas such as temporary detaining detention facilities. In addition, as discussed in Impact PS-3, above, a separate proposed command center at the event center would be used prior to, during, and after games/events by the SFPD, SFFD, SFMTA and/or the project’s private security and emergency medical personnel to coordinate incident response, facilitate communication and surveillance, and implement the TMP and PCOs. Consequently, adequate police protection services and facilities would be available and provided for the games/events at the project site, and such services would not detract from other SFPD police operations within the City.[footnoteRef:14] See cumulative impacts below regarding impacts on SFPD personnel during concurrent events at the project site and AT&T Park. [14:  	Ibid.] 



The periodic increase in demand for law enforcement services discussed above would not require construction of new or physically altered police stations. The existing police protection facilities in the project site vicinity, including the newly-operational Southern District police station located one-third mile north of the site, in combination with proposed event security/operations plans, and provision of on-site security facilities and personnel for the project, are currently adequate to meet the increase in demand for service associated with the proposed project. No new or physically altered facilities would be necessary. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to the construction of new or physically altered police protection facilities.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact PS-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel, although not significantly. However, tThe Mission Bay FSEIR also concluded that a new police station proposed under the Mission Bay plan would increase community involvement and lower crime rates in the Mission Bay plan area and ensure impacts to police protection services would be less than significant. Consistent with the Mission Bay plan, the City’s Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets, which includes new SFPD headquarters and Southern Station, became operational in April 2015. 


Therefore, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-PS-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


Impact C-PS-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of the potential cumulative impacts of the proposed project related to public services includes the areas served by the fire and police stations and other facilities of the federal, state, and local government agencies that provide fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services in the project area. 


As stated above, the proposed project would increase demand for fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services. The project could have a significant cumulative impact if (1) this increase in demand would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to the public service demands of other past, present, and future projects described in Section 5.1 in this SEIR that, in combination, would require the construction of new or physically altered governmental facilities (i.e., fire or police stations); and (2) the construction of such facilities would have a significant adverse impact on the environment.


[bookmark: _GoBack]Neither the SFPD nor SFFD have identified a citywide service gap. Therefore, the increased need for law enforcement or fire protection services resulting from the proposed project and reasonably foreseeable projects would not be above levels anticipated by the SFFD or SFPD. With respect to the potential need for SFPD police protection for multiple special events that may occur concurrently within the City (e.g., a game or event at the project site in combination with a SF Giants baseball home game at AT&T Park), the SFPD indicates that separate security/operations plans and dedicated SFPD personnel would be used concurrently for each individual event.[footnoteRef:15] When considering that dedicated SFPD staff, in combination with each event sponsors’ private security and public safety staff, would be available to serve the respective events, no delays in response times would be expected to occur for the individual events or for service in the City as a whole. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: As noted above, it would be helpful to identify any quantifiable standards or objective measures to assess levels of service and then explain why there will not be a service gap with the increased demand.     [15:  	Ibid.] 



Given these factors, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-PS-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR did not contain an analysis of cumulative impacts on fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services per se, although as a program EIR, the FSEIR analyzed the fire protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services impact of the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plans as a whole, covering development throughout an area over 300 acres in size, which is essentially a cumulative analysis. 


As described above, with completion of the City's Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets, public services impacts of the Mission Bay Plan previously identified in the FSEIR have now been reduced to less than significant. Consequently, the cumulative impacts for the Plan area are now less than significant. Therefore, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.
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Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
 


·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this


section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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https://www.dropbox.com/s/9r8me61vzksbyg1/%21_Cover_GSWComment.pdf?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/7tc45v50wj2tsnt/%21_Title%20page_GSWComment.pdf?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/e6kd4wxph2p13xf/%210_TOC_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_to%20be%20updated_GSWComment%2BRMMComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/ywvuh7ttngj4e6m/%212_Introduction_%20GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GDCComment%2BGSWComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/xkchm2qvm0obwm2/%218_Report%20Preparers_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/fvcabsbw6kx2o80/%215-05_GHG_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment%2BRMMComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/5ejszk1m9z9zgtv/%21GSW_GHG_Checklist_DRAFT_042815_GSWComment.doc?dl=0
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Paul


Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil; Clarke


Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40:04 PM
Attachments: image002.png


All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
 


·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this


section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Freeman, Craig
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: SFPUC memo re Mission Bay Sanitary
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 1:50:23 PM


 
Thanks.  I’ve sent it forward with a couple minor changes, a recommended approval, and a request
for signature.  Leslie Webster and Irina Torrey are also aware of status, including Friday’s deadline.
 
I will update you as necessary.
Craig
 
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 11:03 AM
To: Freeman, Craig; Eickman, Kent
Cc: Van de Water, Adam; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com); Reilly, Catherine
Subject: SFPUC memo re Mission Bay Sanitary 
Importance: High
 
Hi Craig and Kent,
The attached draft memo describes the potential improvements to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump
Station that could be needed if additional wastewater flows are directed to this pump station to
serve the Warriors project. As you will see, the description of the potential improvements is very
general – this level of detail is sufficient for the DSEIR. We need a final signed version of this memo
on SFPUC letterhead for the DSEIR admin record by COB May 15.
 
As we’ve discussed, neither this memo nor the discussion of potential impacts that could result from
construction of these improvements in the DSEIR commit the project to directing flows to the
Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station or SFPUC to building these improvements. Those determinations
should be made through the project approval process. The purpose for including this information in
the DSEIR is only to disclose the potential environmental impacts if this option is implemented.
 
Please let me know ASAP if you wish to discuss this further or see any issues in providing the final
memo by this Friday.
Thanks for your help with this!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy


(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:23:51 PM
Attachments: 150512 RWDI Preliminary Results - VARA Plaza - 1401775.pdf


150512 RWDI Preliminary Mitigation Results - Warrior"s - 1401775.pdf


CEQA team,
 
Please see attached the preliminary results from the additional wind studies for the vara and for the
base project + mitigations. I’m admittedly not clear on whether the base project + mitigations study
will be incorporated into the DSEIR or if that’s better suited for OCII info purposes only, so I’d
recommend ESA prioritize the vara results for the time being.
 
RWDI is available for a call tomorrow if that’d be helpful for members of this group. Let me know a
time that works.
 
I believe this satisfies the outstanding info requests of GSW for the vara. If there’s anything
additional still required, please let us know as soon as possible.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 1:27 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)';
Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Team,
 
Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site


plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I’m told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the
existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the
base project with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a
recommendation?
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  26 156 - 
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Mitigation 1 Four fins, 17’ high Five screens, 6’ high 
Porous canopy with 



porous vertical standoff 



 



  



 



Mitigation 2 - Five screens, 6’ high 
Porous canopy with 



porous vertical standoff 



 



  



 











 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Table 2:  Description of Configurations 



Reputation   Resources   Results                                                            Canada   |   USA   |   UK   |   India   |   China   |   Hong Kong   |   Singapore                                                            www.rwdi.com 



Warrior’s Arena – San Francisco, CA  
Pedestrian Wind Study  
RWDI#1401775 
May 12, 2015  



Page 2 of 4 
 



Configuration 
Vertical Fins on West 
Façade of Southwest 



Office Building 



Grade-Level Screens 
around Southwest 



Office Building 



Canopy at Southwest 
Corner of Southwest 



Office Building 
Photo 



  



 



Mitigation 3 - - 
Porous canopy with 



porous vertical standoff 



 



  



 



Mitigation 4 - - 
Solid canopy with porous 



vertical standoff 
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Mitigation 5 - - Solid canopy 



 



  



 



Mitigation 6 - - Porous canopy 
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Mitigation 7 - - - 
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Wind Tunnel Study Model Figure No. 1a 
 



Existing  



 



Date:  April 23 , 2015 Warrior’s Arena – San Francisco, CA Project #1401775 



 



 



 











Wind Tunnel Study Model Figure No. 1b 
 



Existing + Project (with solid canopy, or “Mitigation 5” in Table 2) 



 



Date:  May 12 , 2015 Warrior’s Arena – San Francisco, CA Project #1401775 
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Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will
cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies,
etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I’ll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,



mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com





Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As
of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for
review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Rich, Ken (ECN)
Subject: RE: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments]
Date: Saturday, May 09, 2015 7:24:48 PM


I want one. Going to complain to cory he left all of the worker bees off the pix.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Van de Water, Adam (ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org> 
Date: 05/09/2015 12:43 PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: "Rich, Ken (ECN)" <ken.rich@sfgov.org> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments] 


The JBLout one is pretty amusing.


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


On May 9, 2015, at 8:21 AM, Rich, Ken (ECN) <ken.rich@sfgov.org> wrote:


Doesn't it make you wonder what your cartoon character would have looked like?


_________________________
Ken Rich
Director of Development
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
415/554-5194


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Sent: Saturday, May 09, 2015 5:53 AM
To: Rich, Ken (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Fwd: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments]
 
Assuming you saw this...


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Chan, Gloria (DPW) (ECN)" <gloria.chan@sfgov.org>
To: "Van de Water, Adam (ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments]


Fyi..a spread in the sf biz times.
 
Gloria Chan
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
Direct: (415) 554-6926
Email: Gloria.chan@sfgov.org
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From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com [mailto:SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com] On
Behalf Of Lawrence Stokus lvstokus@att.net [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 5:17 PM
To: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments]
 
[Attachment(s) from Lawrence Stokus included below]
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Paul


Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil; Clarke


Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40:05 PM
Attachments: image002.png


All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
 


·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this


section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell
Subject: GSW to do list
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 12:13:05 PM


Hi Chris,
As discussed, here's what we need


1. Send SFPUC draft memo on Mission Bay Sanitary PS for them to put on
letterhead (we will send this to you in a separate email


2. Send GSW email requesting Variant and wind data by COB Tuesday, 5/12.
Assuming we get what we need, schedule for submittal of Variant chapter
probably won't be until Monday 5/18. 


3. Finalize TDM measures between Warriors, OCII, and OEWD by 5/19 (when
comments are due on Trans section)


4. Finalize GHG checklist by 5/19, including GSW approach to Transit Impact
Development Fee


5. Text from CAO on feasibility of off-site alternative at Piers 30-32 by COB, 5/12
6. Final AQ offset mit measure by 5/19 work session (or by 5/13 when comments


are due if additional calculations are needed)
7. Confirm with Adam that he is securing letters from Director Reiskin, SFMTA on


transit service plan and additional transportation strategies
8. Set-up check-in team conf call for this week if needed. (e.g., reminder that


comments are due Weds, 5/13?)


Also, please inform Jessica Range that she will need to review the AQ portions of the
Alternatives chapter (to be submitted on Friday, 5/15) before the work session on
5/19.  It's a very short review period.


Anything else?


Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Paul


Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil; Clarke


Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part III
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 8:41:40 PM
Attachments: image003.png


image002.png


Final comments available at links below:
 


·         Air Quality
o    No additional comments on the AQ technical appendix
o    (Note GDC may choose to submit additional comments to this document as


necessary)
·         Summary
·         Plans & Policies
·         Overview (minor comments)
·         Other CEQA Issues (minor comments)
·         Appendix MIT (NO COMMENT)


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


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); 'Joyce'; Paul Mitchell
Cc: 'WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com'; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; 'Clarke Miller'
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part II
 
Please see additional comments at links below.


 
·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)


 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently
broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:DKelly@warriors.com

mailto:NSekhri@gibsondunn.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

https://www.dropbox.com/s/jvfpzllbq1ham6d/%215-04_Air%20Quality_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/knqnwi6qtamuoli/1_%20Summary_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/soiiquscw4f3gk4/%214_Plans-Policies_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GDCComment%2BGSWComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/hve1dnpth3reef9/%215-01_Overview_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GDCComment%2BGSWComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/v6s95sb2astmayg/%216_Other_CEQA_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.docx?dl=0

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014

https://www.dropbox.com/s/luqugsykt91t7j5/%213_Project%20Description_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_StradaComment%2BGSWComment%2BGDCComment%2BRMMComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/ewmfvrhmgekw34i/%215-06_Wind%20and%20Shadows_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.docx?dl=0









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


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
 


·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this


section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy


(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 1:26:50 PM


Team,
 
Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site


plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I’m told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the
existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the
base project with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a
recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will
cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies,
etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
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To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I’ll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As
of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for
review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Brett Bollinger
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11:00 PM
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As
of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for
review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Paul


Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil; Clarke


Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part III
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 8:41:44 PM
Attachments: image003.png


image002.png


Final comments available at links below:
 


·         Air Quality
o    No additional comments on the AQ technical appendix
o    (Note GDC may choose to submit additional comments to this document as


necessary)
·         Summary
·         Plans & Policies
·         Overview (minor comments)
·         Other CEQA Issues (minor comments)
·         Appendix MIT (NO COMMENT)


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


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); 'Joyce'; Paul Mitchell
Cc: 'WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com'; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; 'Clarke Miller'
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part II
 
Please see additional comments at links below.


 
·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)


 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently
broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:DKelly@warriors.com

mailto:NSekhri@gibsondunn.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

https://www.dropbox.com/s/jvfpzllbq1ham6d/%215-04_Air%20Quality_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/knqnwi6qtamuoli/1_%20Summary_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/soiiquscw4f3gk4/%214_Plans-Policies_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GDCComment%2BGSWComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/hve1dnpth3reef9/%215-01_Overview_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GDCComment%2BGSWComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/v6s95sb2astmayg/%216_Other_CEQA_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.docx?dl=0

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014

https://www.dropbox.com/s/luqugsykt91t7j5/%213_Project%20Description_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_StradaComment%2BGSWComment%2BGDCComment%2BRMMComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/ewmfvrhmgekw34i/%215-06_Wind%20and%20Shadows_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.docx?dl=0









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


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
 


·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this


section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); CMiller@stradasf.com
Subject: RE: Size of Main Plaza
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:59:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Approx. 1 acre
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:15 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; CMiller@stradasf.com
Subject: Size of Main Plaza
 
Do we have a size of the main plaza?  Last hole in the memo.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);


Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:30:39 PM


Hi all,
We’d like to schedule a call ASAP to discuss where we’re at on the variant and on the new wind data
for both the project and the variant. We also need to discuss the schedule for reviewing and
certifying the admin record per the AB900 requirements.
 
Please let me know if you’re available at 9:00 tomorrow morning.
Thanks
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:
 


1.        Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number
of other changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan
(i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event
center does not extend as far south as the proposed project


b.       For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend
slightly further out towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light
blue (e.g., the atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass
covering.  Are these areas different than what you are proposing for the
proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.       For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains
different features compared to the proposed project
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e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2
feet higher) than the gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate
the square footage in size of the gatehouse for Variant vs. the proposed
project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be
paved.  So to confirm, will there be any subsurface infrastructure to
accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location, or to be converted
to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from
the Main Lower Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.       Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the
Variant are identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1). 


3.       Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.       Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in
the EIR Project Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000
From:Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com) <kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett
(CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com) <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine
Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org) <Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,
 
Here is a link
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(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested


for the site plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon
for the two scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara
variant. I’m told that the results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site
wind exceedance drops below the existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we
should discuss whether the results from the base project with mitigations are intended
to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The
charts will cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with
wind screens, canopies, etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward
them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the
vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
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Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I
have a call with them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early
results. I’ll pass along an update as soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind
data ASAP. As of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the
schedule I sent last week. If ESA receives the needed information by COB tomorrow,
they will complete the variant chapter for review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that
will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Paul


Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil; Clarke


Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part III
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 8:41:42 PM
Attachments: image003.png


image002.png


Final comments available at links below:
 


·         Air Quality
o    No additional comments on the AQ technical appendix
o    (Note GDC may choose to submit additional comments to this document as


necessary)
·         Summary
·         Plans & Policies
·         Overview (minor comments)
·         Other CEQA Issues (minor comments)
·         Appendix MIT (NO COMMENT)


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


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); 'Joyce'; Paul Mitchell
Cc: 'WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com'; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; 'Clarke Miller'
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part II
 
Please see additional comments at links below.


 
·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)


 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently
broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.
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Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
 


·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this


section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26:27 AM


Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will
cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies,
etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I’ll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As
of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for
review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
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Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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San Francisco
Chronicle


(subscription)


San Jose Inside (blog)


From: Google Alerts
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Google Alert - warriors arena san francisco
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 9:00:32 AM


warriors arena san francisco
Daily update ·  May 13, 2015


NEWS


Gov. Brown fast-tracks Warriors arena deal
San Francisco Chronicle (subscription)
Labor bucks Lee: In a rebuff to Mayor Ed Lee, Unite Here Local 2, the union
that represents 9,000 hotel and restaurant workers in San Francisco, ...


Flag as irrelevant


San Jose Sharks, City Extend Lease Agreement at SAP
Center
San Jose Inside (blog)
The San Jose Sharks will remain at the SAP Center for at least another ...
and the under-development Warriors arena set to open on the San
Francisco ...


Flag as irrelevant


You have received this email because you have subscribed to Google Alerts.
Unsubscribe


 Receive this alert as RSS feed
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Hamalian, Seth"
Subject: RE: Confirming we"re on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 12:18:00 PM


I am getting you a fried chicken and kale salad.  Hope that is ok.  This is what comes of me being
cranky – I make unilateral decisions!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Hamalian, Seth [mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:37 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
That would be great if not too much trouble for you - always good with a turkey sandwich. 
 
Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone.
From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:32 AM
To: Hamalian, Seth
Subject: RE: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
Need lunch brought in?
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Hamalian, Seth" <SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com> 
Date: 05/11/2015 11:08 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?


Got it, totally understandable.  Ok, well don't hesitate to ask for help, and I'll see you in a
couple of hours.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:55 AM
To: Hamalian, Seth
Subject: RE: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
Thanks, but no actual reason for crankiness.  Have a feeling this may just be how I am for the next
three weeks.  Just too much stuff and I am not focused to figure out #1 what I need to get done and
#2 how to do it.  Will try to get things under control this week.  Last week was a lost due to GSW (but
that sums up the last year).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Hamalian, Seth [mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:53 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
I was planning on coming in in person, but now you have me second guessing that decision :)
 
Yes, I will be there in person unless you advise otherwise.  Is there anything I can do to help
on the source of crankiness?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:46 AM
To: Hamalian, Seth
Subject: RE: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
Yes – I am planning on attending.  Will warn I am amazingly cranky today – hoping to get past that by
then (or at least be able to keep my commentary to myself).  Will you be here in person?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor



mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org





San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Hamalian, Seth [mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:34 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
Just checking in to make sure this is still on.
 
Thanks,
 
Seth



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com






From: Clarke Miller
To: Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM);


Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part IV
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:53:50 PM
Attachments: image001.png


5-03_Noise_GSW MB ADSEIR2_GSW comments v2.docx


Final comments from GSW. Please replace my earlier submittal for Noise with the attached
document which merges multiple GSW comments on this chapter.
Thanks,
Clarke
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 8:42 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri,
Neil; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part III
 
Final comments available at links below:
 


·         Air Quality
o    No additional comments on the AQ technical appendix
o    (Note GDC may choose to submit additional comments to this document as


necessary)
·         Summary
·         Plans & Policies
·         Overview (minor comments)
·         Other CEQA Issues (minor comments)
·         Appendix MIT (NO COMMENT)


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


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50 PM
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https://www.dropbox.com/s/jvfpzllbq1ham6d/%215-04_Air%20Quality_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/knqnwi6qtamuoli/1_%20Summary_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/soiiquscw4f3gk4/%214_Plans-Policies_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GDCComment%2BGSWComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/hve1dnpth3reef9/%215-01_Overview_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GDCComment%2BGSWComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/v6s95sb2astmayg/%216_Other_CEQA_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.docx?dl=0
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This section describes the existing noise environment in the project area and identifies the potential for noise and vibration associated with implementation of the proposed project to adversely affect established sensitive land uses or land use activities. The impact analysis evaluates the potential noise and vibration impacts of the proposed project and identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts.
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Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The noise setting for the Mission Bay area discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR differs from the existing setting today primarily in terms of the number of noise sources that exist in the area. Specifically, at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR much of the Mission Bay area was underdeveloped. Since 1998, the development of the UCSF Mission Bay campus, AT&T Park and residential towers in North Mission Bay have introduced new noise sources to the area, particularly vehicle traffic. Additionally, the Muni Third Street light rail line has been constructed which is a new noise source along that corridor in front of the project site. 


Another aspect of the noise setting that has changed since adoption of the 1998 SEIR is the number of noise sensitive uses that now exist in the Mission Bay area. In 1998 the Mission Bay area was developed primarily with industrial uses. Since that time residential uses have been developed including residential housing at the UCSF Mission Bay campus as well as in the north Mission Bay area. There have been no significant changes to the regulatory environment with regard to noise since certification of the 1998 FSEIR.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Noise impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included all of the Mission Bay plan area, including Blocks 29-32. The construction noise impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR for standard construction equipment. Noise from pile driving was identified as a significant impact mitigated to less than significant with Mitigation Measure G.1 to implement noise-reducing pile driving techniques. 


The construction vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR. Although the analysis acknowledged the potential existence of noise sensitive equipment in the area, it was determined that vibration from pile driving did not represent a physical impact on people or the environment, and was therefore less than significant under CEQA. A potential operational vibration impact was identified for the westernmost block of North Mission Bay due to proximity to the Caltrain tracks, which was mitigated to a less than significant level by implementation of Mitigation Measure G.2 to assess vibration levels and, if necessary, employ vibration-reducing foundation construction techniques for structure in that block.


Amplified sound was addressed in the 1998 FSEIR with respect to concert events at the San Francisco Giants ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation (implementation of a plan that limits concert events per year and limits the noise generated by these events to a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient levels) that was identified in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR. 


Traffic noise increases were identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR and no mitigation measures were required. Crowd noise from the Giants ballpark such as applause and cheering was assessed in combination with concert noise and found to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures were required for that impact.


[bookmark: _Toc410050840]Setting


Noise Background


Sound is characterized by various parameters that describe the rate of oscillation (frequency) of sound waves, the distance between successive troughs or crests in the wave, the speed that it travels, and the pressure level or energy content of a given sound. The sound pressure level has become the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient sound, and the decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound intensity. Because sound can vary in intensity by over one million times within the range of human hearing, a logarithmic loudness scale is used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and manageable level. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound frequencies within the entire spectrum, human response is factored into sound descriptions in a process called “A-weighting,” expressed as “dBA.” The dBA, or Aweighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement that approximates the range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of different frequencies. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing extends from about 0 dBA to about 140 dBA. An increase of 10-dBA in the level of a continuous noise represents a perceived doubling of loudness. The noise levels presented herein are expressed in terms of dBA, unless otherwise indicated. Table 5.3-1 shows some representative noise sources and their corresponding noise levels in dBA.[footnoteRef:2] [2: 	United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), The Noise Guidebook, 1985, http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/environment/training/guidebooks/noise; divided into chapters with Chapter 1 at http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=DOC_16414.pdf, accessed October 14, 2014.] 



Planning for acceptable noise exposure must take into account the types of activities and corresponding noise sensitivity in a specified location for a generalized land use type. Some general guidelines are as follows: sleep disturbance can occur at levels above 35 dBA; interference with human speech begins at about 60 dBA; and hearing damage can result from prolonged exposure to noise levels in excess of 85 to 90 dBA.[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	United States Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, March 1974, http://www.fican.org/pdf/
EPA_Noise_Levels_Safety_1974.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 



[bookmark: _Toc159848234][bookmark: _Toc410050603][bookmark: tbl_noise_environ]
Table 5.3-1
Typical Sound Levels Measured in the Environment


			Examples of Common, 
Easily Recognized Sounds


			Decibels (dBA)
at 50 feet


			Subjective
Evaluations





			Near Jet Engine


			140


			Deafening





			Threshold of Pain (Discomfort)


			130


			





			Threshold of Feeling – Hard Rock Band


			120


			





			Accelerating Motorcycle (at a few feet away)


			110


			





			Loud Horn (at 10 feet away)


			100


			Very Loud





			Noisy Urban Street


			90


			





			Noisy Factory


			85


			





			School Cafeteria with Untreated Surfaces


			80


			Loud





			Near Freeway Auto Traffic


			60


			Moderate





			Average Office


			50


			





			Soft Radio Music in Apartment


			40


			Faint





			Average Residence Without Stereo Playing


			30


			





			Average Whisper


			20


			Very Faint





			Rustle of Leaves in Wind


			10


			





			Human Breathing


			5


			





			Threshold of Audibility


			0


			











NOTE: Continuous exposure above 85 dBA is likely to degrade the hearing of most people. Range of speech is 50 to 70 dBA.





SOURCE: United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, The Noise Guidebook, 1985.








Attenuation of Noise


Line sources of noise, such as roadway traffic, attenuate (lessen) at a rate of 3.0 to 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equation for cylindrical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. 


Point sources of noise,[footnoteRef:4] including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles or onsite construction equipment, attenuate at a rate of 6.0 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equations for spherical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that noise from line and point sources to a distance of 200 feet attenuates at rates of between 3.0 and 6.0 dBA per doubling of distance, and the noise from line and point sources at a distance greater than 200 feet attenuates at a rate of 4.5 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance, to account for the absorption of noise waves due to ground surfaces such as soft dirt, grass, bushes, and intervening structures.[footnoteRef:5] [4: 	Point sources and line sources are further defined by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as follows:
Sound from a small localized source (approximating a "point" source) radiates uniformly outward as it travels away from the source in a spherical pattern. The sound level attenuates or drops off at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of the distance (6 dBA/DD). This decrease, due to the geometric spreading of the energy over an ever increasing area, is referred to as the inverse square law. However, highway traffic noise is not a single, stationary point source of sound. The movement of the vehicles makes the source of the sound appear to emanate from a line (line source) rather than a point when viewed over some time interval. This results in cylindrical spreading rather than the spherical spreading of a point source. (Source: Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009.)]  [5: 	California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/tens_complete2009RedlineScreenProcess.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 



Noise Descriptors


Time variations in noise exposure are typically expressed in terms of a steady-state energy level (Leq) that represents the acoustical energy of a given measurement. Leq is used to describe noise over a specified period of time, in terms of a single numerical value. The Leq is the constant sound level that would contain the same acoustic energy as the varying sound level, during the same time period (i.e., the average noise exposure level for the given time period).The L90 is also a noise metric that can be used to describe existing ambient noise levels. Because community receptors are more sensitive to unwanted noise intrusion during the evening and at night, state law requires that, for planning purposes, an artificial dBA increment be added to “quiet time” noise levels to form a 24hour noise descriptor called the day-night noise level (DNL). DNL adds a 10dBA penalty during the night hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). The maximum noise level (Lmax) is the maximum instantaneous noise level measured during the measurement period of interest.


Health Effects of Environmental Noise


The World Health Organization (WHO) is perhaps the best source of current knowledge regarding the health effects of noise impacts because European nations have continued to study noise and its health effects, while the United States Environmental Protection Agency all but eliminated its noise investigation and control program in the 1970s.[footnoteRef:6] According to WHO, sleep disturbance can occur when continuous indoor noise levels exceed 30 dBA or when intermittent interior noise levels reach 45 dBA, particularly if background noise is low. With a bedroom window slightly open (a reduction from outside to inside of 15 dB), the WHO criteria suggest that exterior continuous (ambient) nighttime noise levels should be 45 dBA or below, and short-term events should not generate noise in excess of 60 dBA. WHO also notes that maintaining noise levels within the recommended levels during the first part of the night is believed to be effective for the ability of people to initially fall asleep.[footnoteRef:7] [6: 	The San Francisco General Plan Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise, presented below in Figure 5.3-2, were created during the same era.]  [7: 	World Health Organization, Guidelines for Community Noise, Geneva, 1999, http://www.who.int/ docstore/peh/noise/guidelines2.html, accessed July 9, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2007.0903E.] 



Other potential health effects of noise identified by WHO include decreased performance for complex cognitive tasks, such as reading, attention span, problem solving, and memorization; physiological effects such as hypertension and heart disease (after many years of constant exposure, often by workers, to high noise levels); and hearing impairment (again, generally after long-term occupational exposure, although shorter-term exposure to very high noise levels, for example, exposure several times a year to concert noise at 100 dBA, can also damage hearing). Finally, noise can cause annoyance and can trigger emotional reactions like anger, depression, and anxiety. WHO reports that, during daytime hours, few people are seriously annoyed by activities with noise levels below 55 dBA or moderately annoyed with noise levels below 50 dBA.


Vehicle traffic and continuous sources of machinery and mechanical noise contribute to ambient noise levels. Short-term noise sources, such as truck backup beepers, the crashing of material being loaded or unloaded, car doors slamming, and engines revving outside a nightclub, contribute very little to 24-hour noise levels but are capable of causing sleep disturbance and severe annoyance. The importance of noise to receptors depends on both time and context. For example, long-term high noise levels from large traffic volumes can make conversation at a normal voice level difficult or impossible, while short-term peak noise levels, if they occur at night, can disturb sleep.


Existing Noise Environment


Long-term environmental noise in urbanized areas is primarily dependent on vehicle traffic volumes and the mix of vehicle types. The existing ambient noise environment within the project area is dominated by vehicular traffic on Third Street and 16th Street. The San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) operated light rail service along Third Street contributes to the local noise environment. Sporting events and occasional outdoor concerts at AT&T Park totaling more than 82 events per year generate vehicle traffic that is routed south along Third Street, Illinois Street (south of Mariposa Street), and Terry A. Francois Boulevard in the area, resulting in increased periods of traffic-related noise before and particularly after events. Additionally, the newly operational UCSF Hospital, southwest of the project site on Third Street operates a helipad to accept transfers of critically ill persons from community hospitals to UCSF for the medical care. Neither the Muni light rail nor the AT&T Park were in operation at the time of certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, although both were discussed in the cumulative noise analysis.


The San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) has mapped transportation noise throughout the City and County of San Francisco, based on modeled baseline traffic volumes derived from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority travel demand model.[footnoteRef:8] DPH maps indicate the areas subject to noise levels over 60 dBA (DNL) and the range of DNL noise levels that occur on every street in San Francisco. The portions of these maps that cover the project area indicate that areas nearest Third Street between Channel Street and 16th Street experience roadway noise levels in excess of 70 dBA (DNL), while noise levels along Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street are generally between 65 and 70 dBA (DNL). [8: 	San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), San Francisco City-wide Noise Map, August 2006, Available online at http://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/ehsPublsdocs/Noise/noisemap2.pdf Accessed April 30, 2013. ] 



Ambient Noise Measurements


Ambient long-term (24-hour) and short-term (15-minute) noise measurement data were collected in October of 2014 and April of 2015 in the project area to characterize noise conditions at locations in the project area; noise measurement locations are shown in Figure 5.3-1. To characterize ambient noise in the project area, short-term measurement data were collected at locations where residential and hospital land uses exist near the project site (Madrone Mission Bay residential towers on Mission Bay Boulevard North; and the new UCSF hospital southwest of the project site on Third Street), as described in Table 5.3-2. Long-term noise data were collected for the residential land use nearest the project site—the UCSF housing development (Hearst Tower)—located northwest of the project site on Third Street, and are presented in Table 5.3-3.
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Short-Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Time	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Is there a reason these times were selected? Do they reflect typical noise levels, etc.?  Drop explanatory footnote.


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Hourly Leq


			L90


			Lmax





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			3:10- 3:35 p.m.


			70.1


			59


			88.9





			2.	UCSF Hospital 560 feet southwest of the Project site


			8:56 – 9:11 a.m.


			67.0


			61


			81.2











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level; Lmax is the maximum noise level.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014, 2015.
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Long- Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Day-Night Noise level (DNL)


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Daytime hourly average Leq


			Daytime hourly average L90


			Nighttime hourly average Leq


			Nighttime hourly average L90





			3a.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
No Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site 


			75


			71


			61


			68


			55





			3b.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
With Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site


			75


			71


			61


			68


			56











NOTE:	See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Nighttime noise levels represented are for the hours between 10:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. as the hours most likely to be affected by crowd egress from future events.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.








The long term measurements were collected over a two-day period reflecting conditions both with and without a San Francisco Giants baseball game occurring at AT&T Park. As indicated in Table 5.3-3, the occurrence of the SF Giants game did not meaningfully affect the noise levels averaged over the 15 daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) or the 9 nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Data indicate that the SF Giants game traffic predominantly affects the hour after the 



Figure 5.3-1
Noise Measurement Locations



end of the game by increasing noise levels approximately 2.9 dBA, while noise levels for the hours prior to the game are not noticeably increased.


Vibration Background


Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Several different methods are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV is most frequently used to describe physical vibration impacts on buildings. Typically, groundborne vibration generated by human activities attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. Sensitive receptors to vibration include people (especially residents, the elderly, and sick people), structures (especially older masonry structures), and vibration-sensitive equipment.


Another useful vibration descriptor is known as vibration decibels or VdBs. VdBs are generally used when evaluating human response to vibration, as opposed to structural damage (for which PPV is the more commonly used descriptor). Vibration decibels are established relative to a reference quantity, typically 1 x 10-6 inches per second.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006. ] 



Sources of vibration in the project area primarily consist of Muni streetcars traveling along Third Street. Most motor vehicles and trucks have independent suspension systems that substantially reduce if not eliminate vibration generation, barring discontinuities in the roadway.


Sensitive Receptors


Sensitive receptors for noise are generally considered to include hospitals, nursing homes, senior citizen centers, schools, churches, libraries, and residences. The sensitive receptors nearest to the project site are residential and hospital uses, as identified in Table 5.3-4. The nearest library to the project site is 1,300 feet away on Owens Street; the nearest church is 3,100 feet away, and the closest school (El-Hi) is 2,800 feet away. The future Mission Bay school site is 1,900 feet away. 
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Sensitive Noise Receptors in the Project Area


			Receptor Type 


			Distance from Project Area 





			Residential: UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 (Hearst Tower)


			200 feet northwest





			Residential: Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers


			800 feet to the north, on Mission Bay Boulevard North





			UCSF Hospital: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital facility at Mission Bay, plus the UCSF Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital and the UCSF Bakar Cancer Hospital


			560 feet to the southwest of the proposed Project











SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.
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Federal Regulations


HUD Noise Abatement and Control


The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) environmental noise regulations are set forth in 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B, Noise Abatement and Control. According to the regulations, “It is HUD’s general policy to provide minimum national standards applicable to HUD programs to protect citizens against excessive noise in their communities and places of residence.”[footnoteRef:10] These regulations include criteria for assessing whether a HUD project is suitable for a particular site, given the background noise levels. HUD has defined the suitability of a site for new housing construction based on existing noise levels as follows:  [10: 	HUD, Noise Abatement and Control, 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B. ] 



· Acceptable—65 dB day-night average sound level (DNL) or less; 


· Normally unacceptable—Exceeding 65 dB DNL but not exceeding 75 dB DNL; and 


· Unacceptable—Exceeding 75 dB DNL.


The HUD regulations also include a goal (not a standard) that interior noise levels not exceed 45 dB DNL.[footnoteRef:11] Sound attenuating features such as barriers or sound attenuating building materials shall be used to achieve the interior noise goal where feasible. Standard building construction generally provides 20 dB DNL of sound attenuation; therefore, if the exterior noise environment is classified as “acceptable,” according to HUD standards, the interior noise environment should not exceed 45 dB DNL. The HUD regulations also encourage the use of quieter construction equipment and methods.[footnoteRef:12] [11: 	24 CFR, Section 51.103(c)]  [12: 	24 CFR, Section 51.101(7)] 



Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) develops noise exposure maps that use average annual DNL noise contours around the airport as the primary noise descriptor. The FAA states that all land uses are considered compatible when aircraft noise effects are less than 65 decibels (dB) DNL. San Francisco International Airport is approximately seven miles south, and Oakland International Airport is approximately nine miles east, of the project site. The project site is outside the 55 dB CNEL noise contour of both airports.[footnoteRef:13] [13: 	San Francisco International Airport, Aircraft Noise Abatement Office, Mapping Tools, Internet Web Site: http://www.flyquietsfo.com/mapping_tools.asp, Accessed July 9, 2013, and Oakland International Airport, Fourth Quarter 2008 Noise Contours. Internet website: http://www2.oaklandairport.com/noise/pdfs/
2008_Annual_Noise_Contour_Map.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013, March 2009.] 







State Regulations


State regulations include requirements for the construction of new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings that are intended to limit the extent of noise transmitted into habitable spaces. These requirements are collectively known as the California Noise Insulation Standards and are found in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.


The State of California updated its Building Code requirements with respect to sound transmission, effective January 2014. Section 1207 of the California Building Code (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) establishes material requirements in terms of sound transmission class (STC) [footnoteRef:14] rating of 50 for all common interior walls and floor/ceiling assemblies between adjacent dwelling units or between dwelling units and adjacent public area. The previous code requirements (before 2014) set an interior performance standard of 45 dBA from exterior noise sources. This requirement will be re-instated in July of 2015. [14: 	The STC is used as a measure of a materials ability to reduce sound. The STC is equal to the number of decibels a sound is reduced as it passes through a material. ] 



Local Regulations


San Francisco General Plan


Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise


The Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan contains Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise.[footnoteRef:15] These guidelines, which are similar to but differ somewhat from state guidelines promulgated by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, indicate maximum acceptable exterior noise levels for various newly developed land uses. The City’s guidelines, which are presented in Figure 5.3-2, indicate exterior noise levels that might be inappropriate for sensitive land uses and would therefore require additional noise insulation considerations beyond standard practices. Though this figure presents a range of noise levels that are considered compatible or incompatible with various land uses, the maximum “satisfactory” noise level is 60 dBA (DNL) for residential and hotel uses; 65 dBA (DNL) for school classrooms, libraries, churches, and hospitals; 70 dBA (DNL) for playgrounds, parks, office buildings, retail commercial uses, and noise-sensitive manufacturing/communications uses; and 77 dBA for other commercial uses such as wholesale, some retail, industrial/manufacturing, transportation, communications, and utilities. If these uses are proposed to be located in areas with noise levels that exceed these guidelines, a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements will normally be necessary prior to final review and approval.  [15: 	City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, adopted on June 27, 1996, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/index.htm, accessed July 9, 2013.] 




INSERT Figure 5.3-2
SF Land Use Compatibility Chart






Noise-Related Policies


The following policies of the San Francisco General Plan Environmental Protection Element that relate to noise issues are relevant to the proposed project:


Policy 10.1: Promote site planning, building orientation and design and interior layout that will lessen noise intrusion. Because sound levels drop as distance from the source increases, building setbacks can play an important role in reducing noise for the building occupants. Buildings sited with their narrower dimensions facing the noise source and sited to shield or be shielded by other buildings also help reduce noise intrusion. Although walls with no windows or small windows cut down on noise from exterior sources, in most cases it would not be feasible or desirable to eliminate wall openings. However, interior layout can achieve similar results by locating rooms whose use require more quiet, such as bedrooms, away from the street noise.


Policy 10.2: Promote the incorporation of noise insulation materials in new construction. State-imposed noise insulation standards apply to all new residential structures except detached single-family dwellings. Protection against exterior noise and noise within a building is also important in many nonresidential structures. Builders should be encouraged to take into account prevailing noise levels and to include noise insulation materials as needed to provide adequate insulation.


Policy 11.1: Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds the noise compatibility guidelines for that use. New development should be examined to determine whether background and/or thoroughfare noise level of the site is consistent with the guidelines for the proposed use. If the noise levels for the development site….exceed the sound level guidelines established for that use, as shown in the accompanying land use compatibility chart, then either needed noise insulation features should be incorporated in the design or else the construction or development should not be undertaken. 


Policy 11.3: Locate new noise-generating development so that the noise impact is reduced. Developments which will bring appreciable traffic into or through noise-sensitive areas should be discouraged, if there are appropriate alternative locations where the noise impact would be less. For those activities—such as a hospital—that need a quiet environment, yet themselves generate considerable traffic, the proper location presents a dilemma. In those cases, the new development should locate where this traffic will not present a problem and, if necessary, incorporate the proper noise insulation.


San Francisco Noise Ordinance


In San Francisco, regulation of noise is stipulated in Article 29 of the Police Code (Regulation of Noise), which states that the City’s policy is to prohibit unnecessary, excessive, and offensive noises from all sources subject to police power. Sections 2907 and 2908 of Article 29 regulate construction equipment and construction work at night, while Section 2909 provides for limits on stationary-source noise from machinery and equipment. Sections 2907 and 2908 are enforced by the Department of Building Inspection, and Section 2909 is enforced by the Department of Public Health. Summaries of these and other relevant sections are presented below.


Sections Regulating Construction Noise


Sections 2907(a) and (b) of the Police Code state that it shall be unlawful for any person, including the City and County of San Francisco, to operate any powered construction equipment, regardless of age or date of acquisition, if the operation of such equipment emits noise at a level in excess of 80 dBA when measured at a distance of 100 feet from such equipment, or an equivalent sound level at some other convenient distance. Exemptions from this requirement include:


· Impact tools and equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation; and


· Pavement breakers and jackhammers equipped with acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation.


Section 2908 prohibits any person, between the hours of 8:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, from erecting, constructing, demolishing, excavating for, altering, or repairing any building or structure if the noise level created is in excess of the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the nearest property line unless a special permit has been applied for and granted by the Director of Public Works.


Sections Regulating Operational Noise


Section 2909 establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. For example, the noise limits for commercial and industrial properties (Section 2909(b)) provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. If the noise generated from commercial and industrial properties is generated from a licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission, such use shall not produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBC[footnoteRef:16] above the local ambient level at the property plane in addition to the 8 dBA standard. [16: 	C-weighted decibels include low-frequency sounds that are more common to amplified sound/concerts. ] 



For noise generated by residential properties, the noise limits are 5 dBA above the ambient level at any point outside of the property plane of a residential use. The noise limits for public property provide that no person shall produce a noise level more than 10 dBA above the local ambient level at a distance of 25 feet or more on public property. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. None of the noise limits set forth in this section apply to activity for which the City and County of San Francisco has issued a permit that contains noise limit provisions that are different from those set forth in this article. Additionally, the Directors of Public Health, Public Works, or Building Inspection, or the Entertainment Commission, or the Chief of Police may grant variances to noise regulations, over which they have jurisdiction pursuant to Section 2916.


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise, within the City and County of San Francisco and consists of the following regulations:


1. The only sounds permitted are music or human speech.


2. Hours of operation permitted shall be between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.; operation after 10:00 p.m. is permitted only at the location of a public event or affair of general public interest or as otherwise permitted by the Entertainment Commission. 


3. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission, sound shall not be issued within 450 feet of hospitals, schools, churches, courthouses, public libraries, or mortuaries. 


4. No sound truck with its amplifying device in operation shall traverse any one block in the City and County more than four times in any one calendar day. 


5. Amplified human speech and music shall not be unreasonably loud, raucous, jarring, or disturbing to persons of normal sensitiveness within the area of audibility, nor louder than permitted in Subsections (6) and (7) hereof. 


6. When the sound truck is in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 450 feet from its source; provided, however, that when the sound truck is stopped by traffic, the said sound amplifying equipment shall not be operated for longer than one minute at such a stop. 


7. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission for public gatherings, in all cases where sound amplifying equipment remains at one location or when the sound truck is not in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 250 feet from the periphery of the attendant audience. 


8. No sound amplifying equipment shall be operated unless the axis of the center of any sound reproducing equipment used shall be parallel to the direction of travel of the sound truck; provided, however, that any sound reproducing equipment may be so placed upon said sound truck as to not vary more than 15 degrees on either side of the axis of the center of the direction of travel and, provided further, that radial, nondirectional type of loudspeakers may be used on said sound trucks either alone or in conjunction with sound reproducing equipment placed within 15 degrees of the center line of the direction of travel. 


San Francisco Entertainment Commission Permits


Section 90.1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code establishes the role of the San Francisco Entertainment Commission to regulate, promote and enhance the field of entertainment in San Francisco. The seven-member commission has powers to accept, review, and gather information to conduct hearings for entertainment-related permit applications and rule upon and issue, deny, condition, suspend, revoke or transfer entertainment-related permits in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. Additionally, the Entertainment Commission plans and coordinates the provision of City services for major events for which there is no recognized organizer, promoter, or sponsor.


The Entertainment Commission has permit authority over a variety of different permit types including Place of Entertainment permits, Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker permits, and Limited Live Performance permits. Permit hearings require the applicant to provide proof of neighborhood outreach to the Commission. Such outreach must consist of at least two of four types of outreach: (1) presentation to a neighborhood, community or residential group; (2) presentation to the leadership of a local not-for-profit that deals with community support such as housing, at risk youth, health, or mental services; (3) a petition including an appropriate number of neighbor signatures according to the applicants business address; and/or (4) presentation to a business association if no community organization or not-for-profit exists near the venue.


The Commission has also established a Good Neighbor Policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes the following policies that address noise generation (numbering refers to the numbers listed in the Good Neighbor Policy):


1.	Notices shall be well-lit and prominently displayed at all entrances to and exits from the establishment urging patrons to leave the establishment and neighborhood in a quiet, peaceful and orderly fashion and to please not litter or block driveways in the neighborhood.


2.	Employees of the establishment shall be posted at all entrances and exits to the establishment during the period from 10:00 p.m. to such time past closing that all patrons have left the premises. These employees shall insure that patrons waiting to enter the establishment and those exiting the premises are urged to respect the quiet and cleanliness of the neighborhood as they walk to their parked vehicle or otherwise leave the area.


7.	The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


8.	There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police code section 2900.


9.	The establishment shall implement other conditions and/or management practices necessary to insure that management and/or patrons of the establishments maintain the quiet, safety and cleanliness of the premises and the vicinity of the use, and do not block driveways of neighboring residents or businesses.


10.	Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


11.	Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


13.	In addition, a manager or other responsible person shall answer a cell phone for at least two hours after the close of business to allow for police and emergency personnel or other City personnel to contact that person concerning incidents.


Mission Bay Good Neighbor or Construction Noise Policy


The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy regarding construction noise is a standard policy of the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) that applies to all development within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area. It specifies that:


Pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) shall be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays. Requests for pile driving on Saturdays may be considered on a case-by-case basis by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) with approval at the sole discretion of the OCII Executive Director.


City holidays recognized under this policy include New Years Day, Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Day, President's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Columbus Day, Veterans Day, Thanksgiving Day, the day after Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day.
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Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to noise and vibration if it were to:


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels;


· Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


· Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the noise analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, page 59), which also explains that criteria related to public airports are not applicable to the proposed project and why the proposed project would not be substantially affected by existing noise levels. No further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section. However, the potential impacts of noise from the operation of the private helipad at the UCSF hospital are addressed with regard to potential impacts on the project.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Construction Impact Methodology – Noise


To assess potential short-term construction noise impacts, sensitive receptors and their relative exposure (considering structural barriers and distance) were identified. Combined intermittent noise levels from the simultaneous operation of onsite equipment expected to be used in project construction were estimated based on equipment noise data published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), as shown in Table 5.3-5. The sources assessed were identified by the project sponsor as likely equipment to be used during project construction. The roadway noise construction model of the FHWA was then used to predict noise levels at the nearest receptors during both pile driving activity and non-impact construction activity.
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Typical Noise Levels from Construction Equipment


			Construction Equipment


			Noise Level (dBA, Lmax at 50 feet )





			Dump Truck


			76





			Air Compressor


			78





			Street Sweeper 


			82





			Excavator


			81





			Scraper


			84





			Loader


			79





			Tractor/Dozer


			82





			Rapid Impact Compactora


			90





			Auger Drill Rig


			84





			Crane, Mobile


			81





			Forkliftb


			84





			Concrete saw


			90





			Grout-mixing Plant (pump)


			81





			Grandall Forklift


			83





			Concrete Mixer


			79











SOURCE:	Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User Guide, 2006.





a. From  Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, 2007. 


b. From Ventura County Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan, 2010.








Proposed construction activities would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance and the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy limits pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. As long as project construction activities comply with the noise ordinance, construction noise impacts from non-impact equipment would be considered less than significant. If construction activities using non-impact equipment would exceed these standards and the restrictions of the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, then the noise effects would be potentially significant and mitigation measures would be required. 


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not identify any quantitative noise limit standard for impact equipment. To assess the potential impacts related to rapid impact compaction, this analysis employs the general assessment construction noise assessment methodology and criteria suggested by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).[footnoteRef:17] This guidance identifies a 1-hour Leq of 90 dBA for daytime and 80 dBA for nighttime construction noise exposure at residential uses. Commercial and industrial land use exposure to construction noise of 100 dBA is suggested as an assessment criterion. [17: 	U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.] 



In addition to the above criteria, to determine if the proposed project would result in a substantial temporary increase in noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project, persistent construction equipment noise related to an increase of 10 dBA over the existing noise levels would represent a perceived doubling of loudness and is considered a substantial temporary increase in noise levels warranting implementation of construction noise control measures. Consistent with FTA and FHWA methodology, this increase in construction noise is assessed relative to an hourly Leq and also accounts for equipment percentage uses as inventoried by FHWA.


Construction Impact Methodology –Vibration


Vibration impacts are considered significant if they would either result in levels substantial enough to result in damage to nearby structures or buildings, or result in vibration levels generally accepted as an annoyance to sensitive land uses. Groundborne noise occurs when vibrations transmitted through the ground result in secondary radiation of noise. Groundborne noise is generally associated with transit trains through tunnels and underground blasting activities, neither of which is proposed as part of this project, and therefore, this analysis is focused on groundborne vibration. 


The local regulations of the affected jurisdictions in the project area do not address vibration or provide numerical thresholds for identifying groundborne vibration impacts. In the absence of local regulatory significance thresholds for vibration from construction equipment, this evaluation uses the Caltrans-identified peak particle velocity (PPV) thresholds for adverse human reaction and risk of architectural damage to buildings. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second (in/sec) PPV.[footnoteRef:18] For building damage, the threshold depends on the architectural characteristics of the potentially affected structure (see Table 5.3-6).  [18: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 
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Caltrans Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria 


			Structure Type and Condition


			Transient Vibration Sourcesa


			Continuous Frequent Intermittent Vibration Sourcesb





			


			Maximum Peak Particle Velocity (PPV), 
inches per second (in/sec)





			Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient monuments


			0.12


			0.08





			Fragile buildings


			0.2


			0.1





			Historic and some old buildings


			0.5


			0.25





			Older residential structures


			0.5


			0.3





			New residential structures


			1.0


			0.5





			Modern industrial/commercial buildings


			2.0


			0.5











NOTES: 


a	Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls.


b	Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.





SOURCE: Caltrans, 2013.








Operational Impact Methodology


Operational noise issues evaluated in this section include (1) noise generated by automobile and bus traffic that would occur during typical daily conditions with the project and during event conditions; and (2) compatibility of potential future uses with San Francisco Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise. Traffic noise modeling was completed using the Federal Highway Administration Traffic Noise Model. 


Traffic noise level significance is determined by comparing the increase in noise levels (traffic contribution only) to increments recognized by Caltrans as representing a perceptible increase in noise levels. Additionally, it is widely accepted methodology by both FTA[footnoteRef:19] and the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON)[footnoteRef:20] that thresholds should be more stringent for environments that are already noise impacted. Consequently, for noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 3 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.[footnoteRef:21] [19: 	Ibid.]  [20: 	Federal Interagency Committee on Noise, Federal Agency Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues, August 1992.]  [21: 	Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, September 2013, p. 2-44.] 



Operational noise from non-transportation sources such as egress of patrons from events or sound amplification equipment in common areas are assessed based on noise increases of 8 dBA (for noise generated by commercial uses) over existing ambient (L90) levels and any applicable restrictions of the City’s noise ordinance and Police Code. Although these operational noise increases would be of limited duration, they would be expected to occur throughout the life of the project and are therefore considered permanent changes in noise conditions. 


The proposed project would not introduce new operational vibration sources (e.g., impact equipment, streetcar and rail operations, and blasting activities), and therefore, there would be no operational vibration impacts, and operational vibration is not discussed further.


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Cumulative Construction Impact Methodology


Cumulative construction noise impacts are assessed by review of the cumulative project list for proposed projects that could be constructed at the same time as the proposed project and are within close enough proximity (within 1,000 feet) to make a meaningful contribution to the construction noise impact of the proposed project. An approximation is made of the cumulative construction sound levels based on the Roadway Noise Construction Model and compared to FTA criteria for construction discussed above.


Cumulative Operations Impact Methodology


Cumulative operational noise impacts are assessed by modeling cumulative plus project roadside noise levels and comparing the results with existing modeled roadside noise levels and to Caltrans perceptibility criteria discussed above.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact NO-1: Construction of the proposed project would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. (Less than Significant)


Construction activities for the proposed project are expected to occur over a 26-month period between 2015 and 2017. Construction phases would include demolition, site preparation, excavation and soil stabilization, augering and casting of piles, placement of infrastructure, placement of foundations for structures, and fabrication of structures. Demolition and construction activities would require the use of heavy trucks, material loaders, cranes, concrete saws, and other mobile and stationary construction equipment listed in Table 5.3-5 above. Piles would be cast in place into augured holes and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver.


Other Construction Activities. Soil stabilization of the project site would involve rapid impact compaction. Rapid impact compaction is a ground improvement technique that densifies shallow, loose granular soils, using a hydraulic hammer which repeatedly strikes an impact plate. The energy is transferred to the underlying loose granular soils and rearranges the particles into a denser configuration. The impact locations are typically located on a grid pattern, the spacing of which is determined by the subsurface conditions and foundation loading and geometry.


Other construction activities such as general building construction would be less noise intrusive, involving cranes, forklifts saws, and nail guns. Trucks would be used to off-haul demolition wastes, which would also marginally increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. 


Effect on Sensitive Receptors. Construction noise would be similar in magnitude to existing Leq noise levels along Third Street, but greater than existing Leq noise levels along the waterfront. However, land uses along the waterfront are recreational and are not considered noise-sensitive land uses. Thus, temporary construction noise impacts would not cause substantial increase in noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors; this impact would be less than significant.


Demolition/Mass Excavation. Demolition and mass excavation activities at the project site would involve three excavators, three loaders, three scrapers, and two bulldozers as well as two street sweepers and trucks to off-haul material. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. Table 5.3-7 presents the resultant noise levels at each of the receptors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of excavation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050609]Rapid Impact Compaction. Construction of the proposed project would involve use of rapid impact compaction to stabilize soils on the project site. Up to three tractors with compactor attached could operate at a given time over a 3-month period. Using an estimated noise level of 90 dBA,[footnoteRef:22] a mounted impact hammer (which is also rated at 90 dBA) was used as a proxy in the Roadway Noise Construction Model to estimate noise levels from simultaneous operation of the compactors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of compaction noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. Actual noise levels would likely be up to 10 dBA less than indicated in the table, as compaction would occur within an excavation pit and surrounding earth walls would provide additional attenuation of compaction noise, particularly at the western site perimeter where excavation would be deepest. Predicted noise levels from impact compaction would also be less than 80 dBA at any residential  [22: 	Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, June 2007.] 



Table 5.3-7
noise levels from construction activities at 
sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Mass Excavation


			Compaction


			Pile Installation


			Shoring


			Building Construction





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			63.8


			64.0


			67.7


			61.6


			66.0





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site 


			71.2


			75.9


			75.7


			79.8


			73.6


			78.0





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site 


			67.0


			66.9


			66.8


			70.8


			64.6


			69.1











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








receptor and less than 100 dBA at any commercial receptor, which are thresholds suggested by FTA guidance and applied here for impact equipment (since they are not subject to the noise limit restrictions of the San Francisco construction noise ordinance).


Pile Installation. Piles for the proposed project would not be driven with an impact hammer, but rather cast in place with drilled auger holes. Pile installation activities at the project site would involve four drill rigs, four crawler cranes, two forklifts, four excavators, and concrete saws. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of pile installation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Shoring. Shoring activities at the project site would involve two drill rigs, cranes, two grout mixing plants, and two excavators. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of shoring activity noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Building Construction. Building construction at the project site would involve operation of two concrete pumps, two bobcats, four excavators, eight cranes, eight grandall lifts, and a variety of small tools and equipment (e.g., chop saws, nail guns, etc.). This would be the longest phase of construction, occurring over a 21-month period. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the noise contribution of building construction activities at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Cumulative Project Construction Noise. The construction schedule indicates that excavation, compaction, pile installation, and shoring activities could take place concurrently during two months of the construction schedule. This would represent the worst case scenario in terms of cumulative construction noise from the project. 


However, it would be impossible for all four activities to occur simultaneously at the same location (e.g., the nearest distance to a given receptor) and therefore, the cumulative noise level would not be the acoustical sum of these noise levels. To account for the geographic distribution of these potential simultaneous activities, only the noisiest activity (pile installation, due to the number of pieces of equipment) was assumed to occur at the nearest distance to a given receptor. All other activities were assumed to occur at a farther distance of 200 feet from pile installation activities. This adjustment was only meaningful for receptors No. 2 and 3 which are the closest to the project site. Predicted cumulative project construction noise levels are presented in Table 5.38, which shows that noise levels from concurrent construction activities would not exceed 10-dBA over the noise level criterion for any receptor. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 
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Cumulative Worst case noise levels from 
construction activities at sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Concurrent Excavation, Compaction, Pile Installation and Shoring Activities





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			70.9





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site


			71.2


			80.8





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site


			67.0


			72.8











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








Other Construction Activities. During peak excavation activities, up to 400 truck trips could be generated to and from the site per day. These truck trips would increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. Assuming a 10-hour work day, the addition of 40 heavy duty truck trips to the existing peak hour traffic would increase traffic noise contributions by 2.3 dBA along Third Street during peak excavation activities. This would be a less than significant contribution to roadway noise levels.


Summary of Impact NO-1


Construction activities at the project site over a 26-month period would result in temporary increases in noise levels in the project vicinity, which could be noticeable at nearby residential and hospital land uses. Peak cumulative construction activities would occur during a 3-month period in 2015–2016 and during this time, the increase in noise levels over existing conditions would be less than 10 dBA (without mitigation). All other periods of construction would similarly be under 10 dBA. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-1, compliance with the Mission Bay Good Neighborhood Construction Noise Policy.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-1: Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy


The project sponsor shall comply with the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy and limit all extreme noise-generating construction activities to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.


Comparison of Impact NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified construction-related noise impact as less than significant with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 to address noise from impact pile driving. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 requires use of noise-reducing pile driving techniques and restricting the hours of operation. Because the proposed project would be installing piles using drilling and cast-in-place techniques, the project would be implementing Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 as part of the project, and as described above, construction noise impacts would be less than significant. Thus, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 is neither warranted nor applicable to the proposed project. 


Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to construction noise than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact NO-2: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan, noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. (Less than Significant)


Proposed construction would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, which prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. Table 5.3-5, above, presents the maximum noise levels generated by construction equipment identified by the project sponsor as likely to be used during construction. All non-impact equipment would be consistent with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, the project would not generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local, noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related noise impact with respect to consistency with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Consequently, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to consistency with established noise standards than was previously identified.


_________________________


Impact NO-3: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people and structures to or generate excessive groundborne vibration levels. (Less than Significant)


Groundborne vibration from construction activities that involve impact activities, primarily rapid impact compaction, could produce detectable vibration at nearby sensitive buildings and sensitive receptors unless proper precaution is followed.


There are no adopted state or local policies or standards for groundborne vibration. Vibration intensity is expressed as peak particle velocity (PPV), the maximum speed at which the ground moves while it temporarily shakes. Since groundshaking speeds are very slow, PPV is measured in inches per second. The average person is quite sensitive to ground motion and levels as low as 0.02 inch per second can be detected by the human body when background noise and vibration levels are low and levels of 0.1 inches per second are considered "strongly perceptible." The Federal Transit Administration has published guidance relative to vibration impacts (see Table 5.3-6, above). According to Caltrans, new structures can be exposed to groundborne vibration PPV levels of up to 0.5 inch per second without experiencing structural damage.[footnoteRef:23] [23: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 



Building Damage


Rapid impact compaction activities are proposed during the first two to three months of construction. The magnitude of vibration caused by rapid impact compaction is a function of distance from the receptor or structure of concern and the nature of surrounding soils. Groundborne vibration from activities that involve impact tools could produce significant vibration. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicates that compliance with a safe level of vibration with respect to building damage can be achieved provided that the activity occur no closer than 10 meters (33 feet) from a structure.[footnoteRef:24] The nearest structure north, across South Street, and to the south, across 16th Street would be located farther than 75 feet away, while the nearest structure to the west would be over 100 feet away. Consequently, proposed compaction activities would result in less than significant vibration impacts with respect to building damage.  [24: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Human Annoyance


Vibration levels can also result in interference or annoyance impacts at residences or other land uses where people sleep, such as hotels and hospitals. Vibration impact criteria published by Caltrans relative to these land uses are stated in terms of PPV, in inches per second. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second PPV.[footnoteRef:25] [25: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013] 



The closest residence would be the UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower), approximately 200 feet from the project site while the nearest hospital would be approximately 560 feet away. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicated that at a distance of 30 meters (100 feet), cumulative vibration energy results in maximum vibration level of 2.3 millimeters per second (0.09 inches per second).[footnoteRef:26] Because sensitive land uses would be more than 100 feet away, worst-case cumulative vibration levels generated by rapid impact compaction would be below the strongly perceptible threshold. Therefore, due to the distance of receptors from the project site, impacts from vibration with respect to human annoyance would be less than significant. [26: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Vibration-Sensitive Equipment


Land uses with operations that could be considered to have high sensitivity to vibrations include vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing, hospitals with vibration-sensitive equipment, and university research operations. The degree of sensitivity to vibration depends on the specific equipment that would be affected by the vibration as well as on the design of the specific building in which the equipment is located. Equipment such as electron microscopes and high resolution lithographic equipment can be very sensitive to vibration, and even normal optical microscopes can sometimes be difficult to use when vibration is well below the human annoyance level. Existing medical or research uses adjacent to the project site that contain vibration-sensitive equipment could experience vibration levels during construction that exceed 0.008 inches per second (65 VdB) and potentially disturb the operation of sensitive medical equipment. As discussed in the 1998 FSEIR, construction vibration effects on sensitive equipment would be a concern for users of research buildings and could be an inconvenience. However, these users are not considered sensitive receptors, and therefore, construction vibration effects are not considered a significant environmental effect under CEQA. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-2, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations. 


Summary of Impact NO-3


Rapid impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at residential or hospital receptors. All other construction activity would generate lesser vibration levels and project construction vibration-related impacts would be less than significant. However, implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-3, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations, could reduce the temporary human annoyance associated with land uses involving vibration-sensitive equipment during construction.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-3: Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Activities


At least one week prior to the start of rapid impact compaction activities, the project sponsor shall notify owners and occupants within 500 feet of the project site of the dates, hours, and expected duration of such activities.


Comparison of Impact NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR as a result of modern building design and equipment installation techniques. Similarly, as described above, the proposed project would result in less than significant vibration impacts. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to vibration than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Impact NO-4: Operation of the proposed project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Operation of the event center and mixed-use development would result in the introduction of new noise sources, both stationary and mobile, to the project area. Stationary noise sources would include the operation of five back-up diesel generators for maintenance purposes and mechanical equipment as well as the operation of public address systems and amplification equipment not only interior to the event center but also for occasional outdoor performances and events at the proposed Third Street plaza. Mobile noise sources would include increased traffic and crowd egress noise on local streets.


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance contains restrictions on noise from stationary sources, whereas noise from mobile sources is regulated at the state and federal level, generally through manufacturer specification requirements. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not address or establish restrictions on mobile sources. Therefore, the potential for adverse noise effects from stationary sources is addressed in this impact, which is specific to the standards of the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. The potential impact of mobile source operations generated by the project is addressed below under Impact NO-5 with respect to permanent increases in hourly traffic noise levels in the project vicinity and not in this impact.


This impact also addresses land use compatibility of the proposed office and retail land uses with respect to the noise standards of the San Francisco General Plan. The San Francisco General Plan establishes land use compatibility standards for land uses throughout the City for determining the compatibility of new land uses with an existing or future noise environment. This analysis assesses Although this represents an assessment of the potential impact of the environment on the project, as opposed to an impact of the project on the environment. There is some uncertainty regarding whether CEQA requires analysis of such impacts.  A California Supreme Court case is pending which is likely to address the issue.   which is currently subject to judicial review in the State Supreme Court, nNoisenoise impacts of the environment on a proposed project are specifically identified in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines with respect to noise from airports and private airfields. In this case, tTheThe nearby UCSF Hospital has recently constructed a helipad, the noise impacts of which is addressed as a cumulative impact under Impact C-NO-3, below. 


Stationary Noise Sources – Generators and Mechanical Equipment


The project anticipates installing on-site generators capable of providing up to three megawatts (MW) of emergency, standby and optional power to the event center in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power.[footnoteRef:27] In addition, each office and retail building would have an on-site generator capable of approximately 0.75 MW, and the proposed food hall would have a generator capable of approximately 0.5 MW, to provide fire and life safety emergency power in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power to those uses.  [27:  	Under such circumstance, the generators would provide power for fire alarms, fire command room, emergency lighting, elevators, smoke control and pressurization, fire pumps, audio system, and certain scoreboard equipment.] 



Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and the standards vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. The limits for noise generated by commercial and industrial properties such as the proposed project provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 


Under the proposed project, all emergency generators would be located within the parking structure on Lower Parking Level 1 and would be enclosed within dedicated rooms inside the lower level parking garage. Consequently, engine noise from generator testing is not expected to generate audible noise at receptors located outside of the event center and office structures. With the exception of emergency conditions during which these sources would be exempt from restrictions of the Noise Ordinance, all of these generators would be tested approximately once a week for less than one hour for maintenance purposes. 


The majority of the mechanical equipment would be located on the rooftops of each office building tower. All mechanical equipment would be either fully screened or located within a fully enclosed penthouse room enclosure. At the lower levels for the office buildings, mechanical equipment would be located within fully enclosed equipment rooms. For the event center, all mechanical equipment would be located indoors within fully enclosed equipment rooms located on various levels of the building. The only mechanical equipment on the roof would be the cooling tower, which would be fully screened on all four sides. Consequently, all proposed mechanical equipment would be screened and located sufficiently distant from receptors to be operated within the restrictions of the noise ordinance.


Under the proposed project, the generators would be located in a subgrade parking garage at a distance of approximately 300 feet from the nearest existing residential land use and are not expected to increase ambient noise levels because of their protected, subgrade location. Thus, maintenance operations of the backup generators and other mechanical equipment would not result in noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance, and the operational noise impacts from generators and other mechanical equipment would be less than significant. 


Stationary Noise Source – Amplified Sound


For certain events, portions of the proposed outdoor plazas may be equipped with video screens and speakers, which would result in increased sound-level generation. This equipment could operate prior to and/or after some basketball games or events at the event center to generate excitement. In addition, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the proposed Third Street plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events that may also involve amplified sound.


Promoters of any proposed outdoor events on the site’s outdoor plaza that would use amplified sound or music would be required to obtain a permit from the City prior to the event. Section 1060.1 of the Police Code requires a permit to conduct, operate, or maintain a place of entertainment, limited live performance locale or one-time event within the City and County of San Francisco. Concerts on the plaza would require the promoter to obtain a Limited Live Performance Permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. 


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code, while generally focused on truck-mounted amplification equipment, regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise. Hours of operation are restricted to between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., unless permitted by the San Francisco Entertainment Commission. As basketball games generally start at 7:30 p.m., operation of video screens and speakers on the plazas prior to basketball games would be consistent with these time restrictions of Article 1, Section 47.2. Operation of outdoor speakers on the plaza would require the applicant to obtain an Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker Permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing as discussed in the Setting section. Notwithstanding this consistency with the Police Code, due to the as yet unknown nature of future outdoor events at the project site, the use of amplified sound equipment would still have the potential for significant noise impacts in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) is identified to ensure that sound levels generated by amplified equipment would be consistent with Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code, which establishes a not-to-exceed (except through a variance) noise standard for fixed sources of noise and from licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission. For noise generated from a commercial property, the relevant noise limits are 8 dBA above the ambient L90 level at any point outside of the property plane of the commercial use. For a Place of Entertainment, the low-frequency dBC criterion would additionally apply, where no noise or music shall exceed the low frequency ambient criterion by more than 8 dBC.


The proposed event center would also host approximately 45 concerts a year, in addition to other events (see Chapter 3, Table 3-3), which would operate amplified sound equipment within the event center. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Entertainment Commission Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities requires permit holders to provide a cell phone point of contact to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided, Design of the proposed event center includes layers of doors and an intervening concourse, which would serve to minimize leakage of concert/event noise within the event center to the outside areas. Additionally, the proposed 160-foot office towers with 90-foot podium structure, and the proposed gatehouse building located on the west side of the site would provide a barrier between the event center and sensitive land uses to the northwest and southwest, which would further attenuate any potential leakage of interior concert/event noise. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future events within the arena, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Noise Exposure of Proposed Event Center and Office Uses


The project proposes development of office and retail land uses, which are generally not considered noise-sensitive uses. Noise monitoring in the project area indicates existing noise levels to be 75 DNL (day-night noise level) at the setback of Third Street (see Table 5.3-3 above). These levels represent the noise exposure levels which the proposed uses at the site would be subject to.


Policy 11.1 of the San Francisco General Plan identifies use of sound level guidelines established for a particular land use, as shown in the land use compatibility chart (see Figure 5.3-2, above). For sports event centers, an exterior sound level of 77 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. For office land uses such as those proposed under the project, the land use compatibility chart indicates that noise exposure of 75 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. Because both the event center and office and retail buildings would be constructed using modern materials and techniques which include ventilation systems and non-operable windows, these land uses would be consistent with the compatibility standards of the General Plan. Consequently, exposure to noise levels in excess of standards in the local general plan would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact NO-4, Operational Noise from Stationary Sources


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new stationary noise sources that would be subject to the requirements of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. These new sources include generators and mechanical equipment, as well as the potential for amplified sound within the Third Street plaza. Due to the proposed enclosed and subgrade location for generators, enclosed location for majority of the event center mechanical equipment, and the rooftop locations and proposed mechanical screens for mechanical equipment for the office and retail buildings, predicted noise levels from proposed new stationary sources would not meaningfully contribute to the existing monitored ambient noise levels in the project area, and the project would therefore be consistent with the restrictions of the noise ordinance. 


The proposed project would also introduce new land uses, and these new uses would be exposed to noise levels of up to 75 DNL. However, modern building techniques and materials as well as inclusion of non-operable windows and ventilation systems would be sufficient to ensure that the project would comply with land use compatibility requirements of the San Francisco General Plan, and this impact would be less than significant.


With respect to amplified sound, either interior to the event center or in open-air plazas on the project site, the predicted sound levels and hours of occurrence would be consistent with the noise ordinance. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future outside events at the Third Street plaza, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) would ensure that noise levels from amplified sound exterior to the event center would comply with the noise ordinance. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b, Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit, would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, regardless of current unknowns as to the nature of future events within the arena. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a: Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound


The project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venues to reduce the potential for noise impacts from public address and/or amplified music. This Noise Control Plan shall contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements for outdoor concerts.


· Speaker systems shall be directed away from the nearest sensitive receptors to the degree feasible.


· Outdoor speaker systems shall be operated consistent with the restrictions of Section 2909 of the San Francisco Police Code, and conform to a performance standard of 8 dBA and dBC over existing ambient L90 noise levels at the nearest residential use.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b: Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit


As part of the Place of Entertainment Permit process, the project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venue to reduce the potential for noise impacts from interior event noise. This Noise Control Plan shall, at a minimum, contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements.


· The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


· There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police Code section 2900.


· Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


· Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


Comparison of Impact NO-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The operational noise impact with respect to noise from generators and mechanical equipment was not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, this project impact would be less than significant, so under the project, there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The operational noise impact with respect to amplified sound was addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to outdoor concert events at the AT&T ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR, which included implementation of a plan limiting events to three per year and establishing a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient noise levels as a performance standard. As described above, the proposed project impact would be similar, so there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.	Comment by Clarke Miller: Per earlier comments, the number of allowable event s at AT&T is inconsistent in various docs, so best to remove the number.


_________________________


Impact NO-5: Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact NO-4, above, this impact addresses the introduction of new mobile noise sources with respect to the potential for permanent, long-term increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Mobile noise sources include vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise with Transit Service Plan


Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would increase noise levels along existing roadways. Under the Transit Service Plan (TSP) included as part of the project, light rail service on the T Third line would be increased, and three special event shuttles would be implemented, including a 16th Street BART Shuttle, Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle. Increases in noise from traffic on existing roadways are assessed by modeling existing and future roadway noise levels and comparing the resulting increase to standards published by FICON. For noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 3dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.


Increased traffic noise with the TSP was assessed for four separate scenarios, consistent with those analyzed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. First, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions (year 2015 inclusive of traffic from foreseeable development) during the weekday peak hour (4 to 6 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of convention traffic associated with the proposed project. Second, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions during the weekday “evening” hour (6 to 8 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of pre-basketball game traffic. A third scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the weekday “late” hour (9 to 11 p.m.) reflecting the contributions of post basketball game traffic. Lastly, a scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the Saturday evening peak hour (7 to 9 p.m.).	Comment by Whit Manley: Existing conditions typically do not include foreseeable development. Is this development that will happen before the project is operational and is therefore considered part of the existing conditions? Please clarify.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: What does “convention” traffic mean?  Is this a reference to event center activities in conjunction with a convention at Moscone Center?  Please clarify.   


Noise levels were determined for this analysis using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Prediction Model based on baseline and future traffic projections developed as part of the transportation analysis (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation). Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments are presented in Table 5.3-9. Noise levels in Table 5.3-9 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.
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Table 5.3-9
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project with TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			69.7


			1.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.1


			69.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.1


			4.9


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			57.9


			0.4


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.0


			1.4


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.6


			2.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.5


			-0.9c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			63.7


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			62.2


			10.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.2


			6.8


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			63.3


			3.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			64.4


			4.7


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			65.8


			1.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			61.9


			7.2


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.0


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.6


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.5


			2.1


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and egress routing during events.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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As shown in Table 5.3-9, weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along Third Street where noise levels would increase by less than 3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along 16th Street and Mariposa Street would increase by as much as 4.9 dBA. However, the existing traffic noise levels along these streets is below 65 dBA and therefore the applicable threshold would be 5 dBA, which would not be met or exceeded. Thus, the roadside noise impact along these two streets would be less than significant. 


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 10.0 and 6.8 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.2 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant permanent increase in noise levels.


Physical noise mitigation (i.e., installation of noise barriers) does not represent a feasible mitigation measure for these event-driven noise impacts. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of this EIR identifies transportation-related mitigation measures, which would likely not reduce potential noise impacts at most of these roadway segments, where traffic volumes would need to be reduced by half of the projected volumes for noise levels to be reduced below thresholds. Mitigation in terms of rerouting project traffic would have the potential to result in secondary traffic-related impacts or transfer of noise impacts from one roadway to another. Consequently, operational noise impacts during events with implementation of the TSP would be significant and unavoidable, with no feasible mitigation that would reduce roadside noise levels even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified under Impact TR-2 in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise, No Transit Service Plan


Under this project scenario, it is assumed that the proposed TSP is not successfully implemented, thus resulting in higher trip generation (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, for discussion of the rationale for analyzing this scenario). Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would further increase noise levels along roadways used to access the project site beyond the levels identified above.


Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments without the TSP are presented in Table 5.3-10. Noise levels in Table 5.3-10 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.


As shown in Table 5.3-10, without the TSP weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along 3rd Street where noise levels would increase by less than 
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Table 5.3-10
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project without TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			70.1


			1.6


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.1


			69.2


			0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.6


			5.4


			Yesb





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			58.0


			0.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.3


			1.7


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.7


			-0.7c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			64.1


			0.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			61.9


			9.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.1


			6.7


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			65.1


			4.9


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			65.0


			5.3


			Yesb





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.8


			3.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.4


			0.3


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			62.5


			7.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			55.0


			1.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.4


			3.0


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			65.5


			5.1


			Yesb











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This is a significant impact under the no TSP scenario that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along Mariposa Street would increase by more than 5 dBA during the weekday late and Saturday evening hours which would be a significant increase that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour and evening hours, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic, the latter of which would not occur under the with-TSP scenario. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario, post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 9.8 and 6.7 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.8 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. 


Physical noise mitigation (i.e., installation of noise barriers) does not represent a feasible mitigation measure for these event-driven noise impacts. Mitigation in terms of rerouting project traffic would have the potential to result in secondary traffic-related impacts or transfer of noise impacts from one roadway to another. Consequently, operational noise impacts during events without implementation of the TSP would be significant, with no feasible mitigation that would reduce roadside noise levels even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified under Impact TR-2 in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels.


Mobile Noise Source – Crowd Noise


Noise generated by event patrons and retail customers could result in increased noise along surrounding streets, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours (depending on the event timing) and at the end of scheduled games/events when large numbers of people would be departing the event center and walking on local streets to access their transit connections or access their vehicles at local parking locations. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Commission has established a good neighbor policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes eight policies that address noise generation (see Regulatory Framework, above).


A variety of transit options would be available to event patrons under the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, indicates that during the late evening egress hours (9 to 11 p.m.) of a weekday basketball or concert event, over 4,500 people would take transit options and that over 3,000 people would be using the northbound Muni T-Line platform, which is approximately 70 feet from and facing the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building. Observations of current platform occupancy during these hours indicate that fewer than 10 persons are typically present on the platform at any one time. Consequently, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in people gathering in front of across Third Street from the UCSF Hearst Tower housing complex during the targeted 45-minute post-event egress period for approximately 45 basketball games per year and up to 60 additional full capacity concerts and other sporting events per year (see Table 3-3 of the Project Description). In addition to this, there could be smaller capacity family events or daytime conventions. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Would crowd noise be different without the TSP?  It seems there should be at least a brief discussion of both scenarios since they are both discussed above for Vehicular Traffic Noise. 


To estimate noise levels from departing crowds after an event, noise monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T-Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game at AT&T Park was conducted in April 2015. Short-term noise monitoring was located at a setback of approximately 70 feet from the 2nd and King Street (Ballpark) platform. Although the 320-foot-long Ballpark platform is longer than the existing 160-foot T-Line platform across from the project site, the proposed project would include extension of this platform from 160 to 320 feet (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation); therefore this noise measurement would be representative of future project conditions. However, it should be noted that the measured data from the Ballpark platform also included vehicle traffic on King Street and crowd noise on the north side of the street; consequently, these noise measurements may overestimate the magnitude of the potential impact at the project site. 


Monitored noise levels during the egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90, with an Lmax of 90.2 dBA. These noise levels may be compared to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2014 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the UCSF Housing (Hearst Tower) (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 55 dBA, L90 and Lmax of 89.8 dBA. The L90 data indicates that existing noise levels at the UCSF Hearst Tower residential building during quieter periods would be substantially increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days. 


Given that the residential units in this building are elevated up to 15 stories, shielding does not represent a feasible option to mitigating this crowd noise impact. Relocating the northbound platform away from Hearst Tower would also likely be an infeasible option due to resultant secondary impacts to Muni operations of the T-Line. Consequently, the noise impact resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and unavoidable. 


Nevertheless, it should be noted that these noise increases at the Muni platform would be of limited duration, with post game dispersion rate of about 45 minutes and would only occur on event nights. The project sponsor, as part of its site management practices, would implement the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities, urging patrons to respect the quiet of the neighborhood as they leave the area and providing a phone number to all interested neighbors to respond to complaints. Furthermore, it is assumed that the Hearst Towers have been designed to Title 24 noise insulation standards to mitigate exterior noise levels to a 45 dBA interior performance standard, although this standard would likely not be met if the windows are open.


Other than Hearst Tower, the UCSF Hospital is located over 1,000 feet from the southbound Muni platform and would not be expected to experience a substantial noise increase from crowd egress. An additional UCSF housing building isnin proposed for Block 15, west of Fifth Street, but this location, while quieter is located over 1,000 feet away from the proposed arena and transit platform and would be shielded by intervening buildings, including the Sandler Neuroscience Building, Arthur and Toni Remberock Hall, and Hearst Tower.


Summary of Impact NO-5, Operational Noise from Mobile Sources


Noise levels generated by crowds prior to, during, and after events is expected to result in a substantial increase in noise levels at the receptor adjacent to the northbound Muni T-Line transit platform, particularly during nighttime egress hours of 9 p.m. to 11 p.m., and this impact would be significant and unavoidable.


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new mobile noise sources that would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events under either the with-TSP or the no-TSP scenarios and even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, as described in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. These measures identify additional transportation demand management strategies beyond those already incorporated in the proposed project that the project sponsor would pursue in collaboration with the City.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact NO-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified traffic noise increases as less than significant and no mitigation was required. The FSEIR also assessed crowd noise in combination with outdoor concert noise (cheering within the outdoor ballpark). Noise from patron egress was not assessed.


Consequently, the significant and unavoidable traffic and crowd noise impact identified in Impact NO-5 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and adjacent to Terry Francois Boulevard. In addition, neither the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building nor the Muni T-line platform were constructed at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR impact analysis.


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-NO-1: Construction activities of the proposed project combined with cumulative construction noise in the project area could cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity during construction. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The geographic scope of analysis for cumulative noise and vibration construction impacts encompasses sensitive receptors within approximately 500 feet of the proposed project site. Beyond 500 feet, the contributions of noise from other projects would be greatly attenuated through both distance and intervening structures and their contribution would be expected to be minimal. Section 5.1, Impact Overview, presents the list of reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity that could contribute to cumulative construction noise, which in particular would include the construction activities associated with implementation of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the Mission Bay campus and other nearby Mission Bay development projects with construction schedules that could overlap with project construction. Some of the listed cumulative projects are sufficiently distant to not meaningfully contribute to construction noise impact. 


Mission Bay Blocks 33/34 is identified as a variant in the 2014 UCSF LRDP and was analyzed as a pre-2020 project. Phase 1 of this 500,000 gsf office development is scheduled to start construction in 2016, which would occur simultaneously with construction of the proposed project. The UCSF LRDP EIR found that at the Mission Bay campus site, proposed construction activities between 2015 and 2019 include new construction at Block 15 housing, Block 33 research building, Block 33/34 parking garage, and the cancer outpatient building. These construction projects, which could occur concurrently, were identified as resulting in a significant cumulative impact on the noise environment in the site vicinity, largely as a result of pile driving activities. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to this already identified cumulative impact, either through compounding the extent and/or magnitude of construction noise in the project vicinity or through extending the duration of construction noise in the project vicinity. UCSF development located at Block 25B (across Third Street) is scheduled for construction in 2023. Additionally, the Cancer Outpatient Building is scheduled for construction starting 2018. Consequently, both of these cumulative projects would occur after completion of proposed project construction and would not combine with the proposed project in a cumulative construction noise impact.


The Uber/ARE project on Blocks 26/27 is estimated to start construction by the end of 2015, and construction could be concurrent with the proposed project. This project is immediately north of the project site, across South Street, and immediately across Third Street from the nearest sensitive receptor to the project site, the UCSF Mission Bay housing at Hearst Tower. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to cumulative construction noise from this adjacent project. 


Additionally, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and development of Bayfront Park, both directly east of the project site are expected to be completed by the time the proposed project is in operation. Therefore, construction activities associated with the roadway realignment and park would likely overlap with construction of the proposed project, further contributing to cumulative construction noise. Thus, even though construction noise generated by the proposed project alone would not result in a significant noise impact, the proposed project's contribution to the cumulative noise impact from overlapping construction activities in the immediate project vicinity could be cumulatively considerable, and a potentially significant impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1, Construction Noise Control Measures, would reduce the project's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. Given that this measure would implement construction-related noise control measures for a project that does not include impact pile-driving, which was the principal activity and focus of the significant and unavoidable finding of the UCSF LRDP EIR, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project's construction noise impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures.


Contractors shall employ site-specific noise attenuation measures during construction to reduce the generation of construction noise. These measures shall be included in a Noise Control Plan that shall be submitted for review and approval by the OCII or its designated representative to ensure that construction noise is reduced to the degree feasible. Measures specified in the Noise Control Plan and implemented during project construction shall include, at a minimum, the following noise control strategies:


	Equipment and trucks used for construction shall use the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds). 


	Construction equipment with lower noise emission ratings shall be used whenever possible, particularly for air compressors.


	Sound‐control devices no less effective than those provided by the manufacturer shall be provided on all construction equipment.


	Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible; this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures, such as use of drills rather than impact tools, shall be used where feasible.


	Stationary noise sources such as material stockpiles and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as possible. 


	Enclosures and mufflers for stationary equipment shall be provided, impact tools shall be shrouded or shielded, and barriers shall be installed around particularly noisy activities at the construction sites so that the line of sight between the construction activities and nearby sensitive receptor locations is blocked to the extent feasible.


	Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be prohibited.


	Construction‐related vehicles and equipment shall be required to use designated truck routes to travel to and from the project sites as determined with consultation with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction (see Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates). 


	The project sponsor shall designate a point of contact to respond to noise complaints. The point of contact must have the authority to modify construction noise‐generating activities to ensure compliance with the measures above and with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not contain an analysis of cumulative construction noise impacts per se, although as a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the construction noise impact of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan as a whole, covering development throughout an area over 300 acres in size, which is essentially a cumulative analysis. As described above in Impact NO-1, the FSEIR identified construction-related noise impacts as less than significant with mitigation to address noise from impact pile driving. Consequently, the cumulative construction noise analysis for the proposed project would have the same significance conclusions as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impact than previously identified. 


_________________________


Impact C-NO-2: Operation of the proposed project when considered with other cumulative development would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Operational noise impacts of the proposed project would primarily result from increased traffic on the local roadway network. Cumulative plus project traffic data were used to estimate the cumulative operational noise increases shown in Table 5.3-11. Significant cumulative increases in ambient roadside noise levels are predicted to occur at three of the six road segments analyzed.


While cumulative noise levels are predicted to increase by 3 dBA or more along Third Street, as can be seen from Table 5.3-10, the project contribution to this increase is less than 1.5 dBA which would not be considered a cumulatively considerable contribution, based on FICON guidance for transportation noise which indicates that noise increases of 1.5 dBA warrant further analysis. Therefore, this cumulative increase along Third Street is not a cumulative noise increase of the proposed project. 


However, a significant cumulative noise increase would occur along Illinois Street during weekday convention events and Saturday basketball events. Additionally, cumulative noise levels along Mariposa Street during Saturday basketball events would increase by more than 5 dBA with the project contributing more than 1.5 dBA of this increase. This would result in a cumulatively considerable noise impact of the proposed project. Noise from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform across from Hearst Tower following the end of events would also contribute to cumulative, long-term increases in noise levels.


Operation of the proposed project would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Cumulative increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)
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Table 5.3-11
Modeled cumulative Traffic Noise Levels 


			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Convention Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			69.1


			71.8


			72.2


			0.4


			3.1


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.8


			<0.1


			1.9


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			65.8


			3.3


			5.5


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			61.9


			<0.1


			2.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			68.2


			1.0


			1.8


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			68.0


			0.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			71.8


			72.1


			0.3


			3.0


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.9


			0.1


			2.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			64.8


			2.3


			4.5


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			62.0


			0.1


			2.2


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			67.9


			0.7


			1.5


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			67.8


			0.7


			2.3


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.5


			68.9


			1.4


			4.2


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street


			65.1


			67.3


			67.5


			0.2


			2.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			57.8


			62.7


			4.9


			8.0


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			58.2


			58.5


			0.3


			4.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			62.4


			64.6


			0.2


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.7


			65.9


			3.2


			5.5


			Yes











NOTES:	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 30 or 35 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. The incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3 dBA with an ambient noise environment greater than 65 dBA.





a	Although a cumulative noise impact would occur along Third Street, because the projects would contribute less than 1.5 dBA to this increase, the projects contribution is not considered cumulatively considerable.





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact C-NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Traffic noise increases were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as less than significant and no mitigation was required. Consequently, the significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic noise impact identified in Impact C-NO-2 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the 1998 FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and Mariposa Street.


_________________________


Impact C-NO-3: Occupants of the proposed project would not be substantially affected by noise from future operations of the helipad at the adjacent UCSF Hospital. (Less than Significant)


Beginning in 2015, the UCSF Medical Center began operating a helipad that has occasional helicopter operations. Because helicopter overflights would be isolated occurrences, their single event instantaneous noise level would be of brief duration and would be greater than ambient noise levels noise contributions, with a maximum noise level of 85 dBA expected (based on a 95 dB single event noise exposure level[footnoteRef:28]). The relative infrequency and acoustical nature of a helicopter overflight noise varies distinctly from traffic generation and other steady-state project noise sources such that the summing of the acoustical energy of ambient noise and helicopter operations is not a meaningful cumulative analysis. In other words, during the brief periods of helicopter overflight, helicopter noise will dominate over the ambient noise levels, rendering the cumulative contribution of other ambient sources insignificant. Therefore, future helicopter noise is assessed as an isolated event. [28: 	The single event noise exposure level, or SENEL is a noise metric that normalizes the sound energy of a single event such as an aircraft fly-over over the period when the sound level is within 10 dB of the Lmax. As stated on Page 19 of the cited report (UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009), the SENEL is typically 10 dB higher than the Lmax for aircraft noise., ] 



Noise modeling for helicopter operations at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay was presented as part of the Final EIR, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.[footnoteRef:29] This modeling indicated that the 65 dB CNEL[footnoteRef:30] noise contour during average day and busy-day helicopter operations extends to the east across Third Street, but does not include the project site. Because the event center, office and retail land uses proposed by the project are not considered noise sensitive land uses and because the 65 dB CNEL contour does not extend onto the project site, the cumulative noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant. [29:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009.]  [30: 	CNEL is roughly equivalent to DNL, usually within 1 dBA] 



Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


An addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared in 2008 that addressed the noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad. This analysis only identified operational noise impacts to residential areas to the south and east of the hospital helipad and mitigation measures were identified to address these impacts. However, the residual noise impact, after mitigation, was determined to be significant and unavoidable for residential uses. The proposed project would not include residential or other noise sensitive land uses, so there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impacts from what were disclosed in the FSEIR and associated addenda.
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To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); 'Joyce'; Paul Mitchell
Cc: 'WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com'; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; 'Clarke Miller'
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part II
 
Please see additional comments at links below.


 
·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)


 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently
broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
 


·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this


section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:dkelly@warriors.com

https://www.dropbox.com/s/luqugsykt91t7j5/%213_Project%20Description_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_StradaComment%2BGSWComment%2BGDCComment%2BRMMComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/ewmfvrhmgekw34i/%215-06_Wind%20and%20Shadows_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.docx?dl=0

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com
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https://www.dropbox.com/s/9r8me61vzksbyg1/%21_Cover_GSWComment.pdf?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/7tc45v50wj2tsnt/%21_Title%20page_GSWComment.pdf?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/e6kd4wxph2p13xf/%210_TOC_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_to%20be%20updated_GSWComment%2BRMMComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/ywvuh7ttngj4e6m/%212_Introduction_%20GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GDCComment%2BGSWComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/xkchm2qvm0obwm2/%218_Report%20Preparers_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/fvcabsbw6kx2o80/%215-05_GHG_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment%2BRMMComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/5ejszk1m9z9zgtv/%21GSW_GHG_Checklist_DRAFT_042815_GSWComment.doc?dl=0





More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 7:55:28 AM
Attachments: 2015.05.13_CEQA Variant Site Plan_Revised.pdf


See attached for corrected variant site plan. Elevation forthcoming.
Kate


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:06 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.


Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
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______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project


d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.


2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.


4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser







Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).
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3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108


415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,


Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels
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2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
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Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>
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From: Albert, Peter
To: <joyce@orionenvironment.com>
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Miller, Erin (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: Re: Arena DSEIR schedule
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:54:06 PM
Attachments: ATT00001.png


Thanks!


I've cleared as much of May 21 as possible: I can certainly be there after 10:30.


I'm working on another project 10:15-noon Friday, so if we have spillover from
Thursday, let's line that up on Friday either at 9 am or noon-2:45.


I have major meetings after 3 pm back at SFMTA.


I'm also working through the draft to have comments, if any, to you by May 19.


Thanks,


Peter Albert
Manager, SFMTA Urban Planning Initiatives
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA. 94103
415.701.4328


Sent from my iPhone


On May 7, 2015, at 9:15 AM, "Joyce Hsiao" <joyce@orionenvironment.com> wrote:


Hi Peter,
I would say that it would be good if you could also make it for at least
part of the day on Thursday, 5/21. We are devoting the entire day 5/21
to finalize the Transportation section--and hopeful that we can complete
it in one day.  To be pragmatic, though, we've also reserved 5/22 for any
spillover issues. However, it is most important that we receive your
written comment by 5/19 so that we have time to review everyone's
comments and prioritize the agenda for the work sessions, which we
won't know until 5/20.


Joyce


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 5/7/2015 8:00 AM, Kern, Chris (CPC) wrote:


Hi Peter,
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I’m copying Joyce as she’s the EIR schedule master, but I’d say you could
just attend the 5/22 work session.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Albert, Peter [mailto:Peter.Albert@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 10:16 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Miller, Erin (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: FW: Arena DSEIR schedule
 
Hi, Chris:
 
I can make some of these times – all day May 22, for example. 
 
I can’t completely make the others, for conflicting obligations. 
 
How would you suggest my presence would  be helpful:


<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->join in the day May 22 , and
<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->perhaps for limited time


chunks in May 27-29?
 
Peter Albert
Manager, SFMTA Urban Planning Initiatives
SF Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Ave, Seventh Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(: 415.701.4328
: 415.701.4735
*: peter.albert@sfmta.com
 


From: Miller, Erin 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 3:24 PM
To: Albert, Peter
Subject: Arena DSEIR schedule
 
Updated based on email from Chris FYI:
 
Task Name Duration Start Finish


DSEIR 43 days
Wed
4/1/15


Fri
5/29/15


   Alternatives Work Session 0 days
Wed
4/1/15


Wed
4/1/15
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   EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 9 days
Thu
5/7/15


Tue
5/19/15


   All-Day work session at ESA to review
comments on Transportation


0 days
Thu
5/21/15


Thu
5/21/15


   All-Day work session at ESA to review
comments on Transportation


0 days
Fri
5/22/15


Fri
5/22/15


   Comments due on Alternatives and
Variant (5/26 by noon)


0 days
Tue
5/26/15


Tue
5/26/15


   All-Day work session at ESA to review
comments on Alternatives and Variant


0 days
Wed
5/27/15


Wed
5/27/15
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:16:37 PM


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.


Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
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able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project


d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.


2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.


4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
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Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).


3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108


415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>
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-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,


Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels


2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
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Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM);


Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part IV
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:53:47 PM
Attachments: image001.png


5-03_Noise_GSW MB ADSEIR2_GSW comments v2.docx


Final comments from GSW. Please replace my earlier submittal for Noise with the attached
document which merges multiple GSW comments on this chapter.
Thanks,
Clarke
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 8:42 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri,
Neil; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part III
 
Final comments available at links below:
 


·         Air Quality
o    No additional comments on the AQ technical appendix
o    (Note GDC may choose to submit additional comments to this document as


necessary)
·         Summary
·         Plans & Policies
·         Overview (minor comments)
·         Other CEQA Issues (minor comments)
·         Appendix MIT (NO COMMENT)


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


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50 PM
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[bookmark: _Toc410050837]Noise and Vibration


[bookmark: _Toc410050838]Introduction


This section describes the existing noise environment in the project area and identifies the potential for noise and vibration associated with implementation of the proposed project to adversely affect established sensitive land uses or land use activities. The impact analysis evaluates the potential noise and vibration impacts of the proposed project and identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts.


[bookmark: _Toc410050839]Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Noise Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The noise setting for the Mission Bay area discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR differs from the existing setting today primarily in terms of the number of noise sources that exist in the area. Specifically, at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR much of the Mission Bay area was underdeveloped. Since 1998, the development of the UCSF Mission Bay campus, AT&T Park and residential towers in North Mission Bay have introduced new noise sources to the area, particularly vehicle traffic. Additionally, the Muni Third Street light rail line has been constructed which is a new noise source along that corridor in front of the project site. 


Another aspect of the noise setting that has changed since adoption of the 1998 SEIR is the number of noise sensitive uses that now exist in the Mission Bay area. In 1998 the Mission Bay area was developed primarily with industrial uses. Since that time residential uses have been developed including residential housing at the UCSF Mission Bay campus as well as in the north Mission Bay area. There have been no significant changes to the regulatory environment with regard to noise since certification of the 1998 FSEIR.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Noise impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included all of the Mission Bay plan area, including Blocks 29-32. The construction noise impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR for standard construction equipment. Noise from pile driving was identified as a significant impact mitigated to less than significant with Mitigation Measure G.1 to implement noise-reducing pile driving techniques. 


The construction vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR. Although the analysis acknowledged the potential existence of noise sensitive equipment in the area, it was determined that vibration from pile driving did not represent a physical impact on people or the environment, and was therefore less than significant under CEQA. A potential operational vibration impact was identified for the westernmost block of North Mission Bay due to proximity to the Caltrain tracks, which was mitigated to a less than significant level by implementation of Mitigation Measure G.2 to assess vibration levels and, if necessary, employ vibration-reducing foundation construction techniques for structure in that block.


Amplified sound was addressed in the 1998 FSEIR with respect to concert events at the San Francisco Giants ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation (implementation of a plan that limits concert events per year and limits the noise generated by these events to a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient levels) that was identified in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR. 


Traffic noise increases were identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR and no mitigation measures were required. Crowd noise from the Giants ballpark such as applause and cheering was assessed in combination with concert noise and found to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures were required for that impact.


[bookmark: _Toc410050840]Setting


Noise Background


Sound is characterized by various parameters that describe the rate of oscillation (frequency) of sound waves, the distance between successive troughs or crests in the wave, the speed that it travels, and the pressure level or energy content of a given sound. The sound pressure level has become the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient sound, and the decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound intensity. Because sound can vary in intensity by over one million times within the range of human hearing, a logarithmic loudness scale is used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and manageable level. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound frequencies within the entire spectrum, human response is factored into sound descriptions in a process called “A-weighting,” expressed as “dBA.” The dBA, or Aweighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement that approximates the range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of different frequencies. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing extends from about 0 dBA to about 140 dBA. An increase of 10-dBA in the level of a continuous noise represents a perceived doubling of loudness. The noise levels presented herein are expressed in terms of dBA, unless otherwise indicated. Table 5.3-1 shows some representative noise sources and their corresponding noise levels in dBA.[footnoteRef:2] [2: 	United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), The Noise Guidebook, 1985, http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/environment/training/guidebooks/noise; divided into chapters with Chapter 1 at http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=DOC_16414.pdf, accessed October 14, 2014.] 



Planning for acceptable noise exposure must take into account the types of activities and corresponding noise sensitivity in a specified location for a generalized land use type. Some general guidelines are as follows: sleep disturbance can occur at levels above 35 dBA; interference with human speech begins at about 60 dBA; and hearing damage can result from prolonged exposure to noise levels in excess of 85 to 90 dBA.[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	United States Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, March 1974, http://www.fican.org/pdf/
EPA_Noise_Levels_Safety_1974.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 



[bookmark: _Toc159848234][bookmark: _Toc410050603][bookmark: tbl_noise_environ]
Table 5.3-1
Typical Sound Levels Measured in the Environment


			Examples of Common, 
Easily Recognized Sounds


			Decibels (dBA)
at 50 feet


			Subjective
Evaluations





			Near Jet Engine


			140


			Deafening





			Threshold of Pain (Discomfort)


			130


			





			Threshold of Feeling – Hard Rock Band


			120


			





			Accelerating Motorcycle (at a few feet away)


			110


			





			Loud Horn (at 10 feet away)


			100


			Very Loud





			Noisy Urban Street


			90


			





			Noisy Factory


			85


			





			School Cafeteria with Untreated Surfaces


			80


			Loud





			Near Freeway Auto Traffic


			60


			Moderate





			Average Office


			50


			





			Soft Radio Music in Apartment


			40


			Faint





			Average Residence Without Stereo Playing


			30


			





			Average Whisper


			20


			Very Faint





			Rustle of Leaves in Wind


			10


			





			Human Breathing


			5


			





			Threshold of Audibility


			0


			











NOTE: Continuous exposure above 85 dBA is likely to degrade the hearing of most people. Range of speech is 50 to 70 dBA.





SOURCE: United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, The Noise Guidebook, 1985.








Attenuation of Noise


Line sources of noise, such as roadway traffic, attenuate (lessen) at a rate of 3.0 to 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equation for cylindrical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. 


Point sources of noise,[footnoteRef:4] including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles or onsite construction equipment, attenuate at a rate of 6.0 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equations for spherical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that noise from line and point sources to a distance of 200 feet attenuates at rates of between 3.0 and 6.0 dBA per doubling of distance, and the noise from line and point sources at a distance greater than 200 feet attenuates at a rate of 4.5 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance, to account for the absorption of noise waves due to ground surfaces such as soft dirt, grass, bushes, and intervening structures.[footnoteRef:5] [4: 	Point sources and line sources are further defined by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as follows:
Sound from a small localized source (approximating a "point" source) radiates uniformly outward as it travels away from the source in a spherical pattern. The sound level attenuates or drops off at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of the distance (6 dBA/DD). This decrease, due to the geometric spreading of the energy over an ever increasing area, is referred to as the inverse square law. However, highway traffic noise is not a single, stationary point source of sound. The movement of the vehicles makes the source of the sound appear to emanate from a line (line source) rather than a point when viewed over some time interval. This results in cylindrical spreading rather than the spherical spreading of a point source. (Source: Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009.)]  [5: 	California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/tens_complete2009RedlineScreenProcess.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 



Noise Descriptors


Time variations in noise exposure are typically expressed in terms of a steady-state energy level (Leq) that represents the acoustical energy of a given measurement. Leq is used to describe noise over a specified period of time, in terms of a single numerical value. The Leq is the constant sound level that would contain the same acoustic energy as the varying sound level, during the same time period (i.e., the average noise exposure level for the given time period).The L90 is also a noise metric that can be used to describe existing ambient noise levels. Because community receptors are more sensitive to unwanted noise intrusion during the evening and at night, state law requires that, for planning purposes, an artificial dBA increment be added to “quiet time” noise levels to form a 24hour noise descriptor called the day-night noise level (DNL). DNL adds a 10dBA penalty during the night hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). The maximum noise level (Lmax) is the maximum instantaneous noise level measured during the measurement period of interest.


Health Effects of Environmental Noise


The World Health Organization (WHO) is perhaps the best source of current knowledge regarding the health effects of noise impacts because European nations have continued to study noise and its health effects, while the United States Environmental Protection Agency all but eliminated its noise investigation and control program in the 1970s.[footnoteRef:6] According to WHO, sleep disturbance can occur when continuous indoor noise levels exceed 30 dBA or when intermittent interior noise levels reach 45 dBA, particularly if background noise is low. With a bedroom window slightly open (a reduction from outside to inside of 15 dB), the WHO criteria suggest that exterior continuous (ambient) nighttime noise levels should be 45 dBA or below, and short-term events should not generate noise in excess of 60 dBA. WHO also notes that maintaining noise levels within the recommended levels during the first part of the night is believed to be effective for the ability of people to initially fall asleep.[footnoteRef:7] [6: 	The San Francisco General Plan Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise, presented below in Figure 5.3-2, were created during the same era.]  [7: 	World Health Organization, Guidelines for Community Noise, Geneva, 1999, http://www.who.int/ docstore/peh/noise/guidelines2.html, accessed July 9, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2007.0903E.] 



Other potential health effects of noise identified by WHO include decreased performance for complex cognitive tasks, such as reading, attention span, problem solving, and memorization; physiological effects such as hypertension and heart disease (after many years of constant exposure, often by workers, to high noise levels); and hearing impairment (again, generally after long-term occupational exposure, although shorter-term exposure to very high noise levels, for example, exposure several times a year to concert noise at 100 dBA, can also damage hearing). Finally, noise can cause annoyance and can trigger emotional reactions like anger, depression, and anxiety. WHO reports that, during daytime hours, few people are seriously annoyed by activities with noise levels below 55 dBA or moderately annoyed with noise levels below 50 dBA.


Vehicle traffic and continuous sources of machinery and mechanical noise contribute to ambient noise levels. Short-term noise sources, such as truck backup beepers, the crashing of material being loaded or unloaded, car doors slamming, and engines revving outside a nightclub, contribute very little to 24-hour noise levels but are capable of causing sleep disturbance and severe annoyance. The importance of noise to receptors depends on both time and context. For example, long-term high noise levels from large traffic volumes can make conversation at a normal voice level difficult or impossible, while short-term peak noise levels, if they occur at night, can disturb sleep.


Existing Noise Environment


Long-term environmental noise in urbanized areas is primarily dependent on vehicle traffic volumes and the mix of vehicle types. The existing ambient noise environment within the project area is dominated by vehicular traffic on Third Street and 16th Street. The San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) operated light rail service along Third Street contributes to the local noise environment. Sporting events and occasional outdoor concerts at AT&T Park totaling more than 82 events per year generate vehicle traffic that is routed south along Third Street, Illinois Street (south of Mariposa Street), and Terry A. Francois Boulevard in the area, resulting in increased periods of traffic-related noise before and particularly after events. Additionally, the newly operational UCSF Hospital, southwest of the project site on Third Street operates a helipad to accept transfers of critically ill persons from community hospitals to UCSF for the medical care. Neither the Muni light rail nor the AT&T Park were in operation at the time of certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, although both were discussed in the cumulative noise analysis.


The San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) has mapped transportation noise throughout the City and County of San Francisco, based on modeled baseline traffic volumes derived from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority travel demand model.[footnoteRef:8] DPH maps indicate the areas subject to noise levels over 60 dBA (DNL) and the range of DNL noise levels that occur on every street in San Francisco. The portions of these maps that cover the project area indicate that areas nearest Third Street between Channel Street and 16th Street experience roadway noise levels in excess of 70 dBA (DNL), while noise levels along Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street are generally between 65 and 70 dBA (DNL). [8: 	San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), San Francisco City-wide Noise Map, August 2006, Available online at http://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/ehsPublsdocs/Noise/noisemap2.pdf Accessed April 30, 2013. ] 



Ambient Noise Measurements


Ambient long-term (24-hour) and short-term (15-minute) noise measurement data were collected in October of 2014 and April of 2015 in the project area to characterize noise conditions at locations in the project area; noise measurement locations are shown in Figure 5.3-1. To characterize ambient noise in the project area, short-term measurement data were collected at locations where residential and hospital land uses exist near the project site (Madrone Mission Bay residential towers on Mission Bay Boulevard North; and the new UCSF hospital southwest of the project site on Third Street), as described in Table 5.3-2. Long-term noise data were collected for the residential land use nearest the project site—the UCSF housing development (Hearst Tower)—located northwest of the project site on Third Street, and are presented in Table 5.3-3.


[bookmark: _Toc410050604]Table 5.3-2
Short-Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Time	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Is there a reason these times were selected? Do they reflect typical noise levels, etc.?  Drop explanatory footnote.


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Hourly Leq


			L90


			Lmax





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			3:10- 3:35 p.m.


			70.1


			59


			88.9





			2.	UCSF Hospital 560 feet southwest of the Project site


			8:56 – 9:11 a.m.


			67.0


			61


			81.2











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level; Lmax is the maximum noise level.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014, 2015.








[bookmark: _Toc410050605]Table 5.3-3
Long- Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Day-Night Noise level (DNL)


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Daytime hourly average Leq


			Daytime hourly average L90


			Nighttime hourly average Leq


			Nighttime hourly average L90





			3a.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
No Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site 


			75


			71


			61


			68


			55





			3b.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
With Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site


			75


			71


			61


			68


			56











NOTE:	See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Nighttime noise levels represented are for the hours between 10:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. as the hours most likely to be affected by crowd egress from future events.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.








The long term measurements were collected over a two-day period reflecting conditions both with and without a San Francisco Giants baseball game occurring at AT&T Park. As indicated in Table 5.3-3, the occurrence of the SF Giants game did not meaningfully affect the noise levels averaged over the 15 daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) or the 9 nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Data indicate that the SF Giants game traffic predominantly affects the hour after the 



Figure 5.3-1
Noise Measurement Locations



end of the game by increasing noise levels approximately 2.9 dBA, while noise levels for the hours prior to the game are not noticeably increased.


Vibration Background


Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Several different methods are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV is most frequently used to describe physical vibration impacts on buildings. Typically, groundborne vibration generated by human activities attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. Sensitive receptors to vibration include people (especially residents, the elderly, and sick people), structures (especially older masonry structures), and vibration-sensitive equipment.


Another useful vibration descriptor is known as vibration decibels or VdBs. VdBs are generally used when evaluating human response to vibration, as opposed to structural damage (for which PPV is the more commonly used descriptor). Vibration decibels are established relative to a reference quantity, typically 1 x 10-6 inches per second.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006. ] 



Sources of vibration in the project area primarily consist of Muni streetcars traveling along Third Street. Most motor vehicles and trucks have independent suspension systems that substantially reduce if not eliminate vibration generation, barring discontinuities in the roadway.


Sensitive Receptors


Sensitive receptors for noise are generally considered to include hospitals, nursing homes, senior citizen centers, schools, churches, libraries, and residences. The sensitive receptors nearest to the project site are residential and hospital uses, as identified in Table 5.3-4. The nearest library to the project site is 1,300 feet away on Owens Street; the nearest church is 3,100 feet away, and the closest school (El-Hi) is 2,800 feet away. The future Mission Bay school site is 1,900 feet away. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050606]Table 5.3-4
Sensitive Noise Receptors in the Project Area


			Receptor Type 


			Distance from Project Area 





			Residential: UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 (Hearst Tower)


			200 feet northwest





			Residential: Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers


			800 feet to the north, on Mission Bay Boulevard North





			UCSF Hospital: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital facility at Mission Bay, plus the UCSF Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital and the UCSF Bakar Cancer Hospital


			560 feet to the southwest of the proposed Project











SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.
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Federal Regulations


HUD Noise Abatement and Control


The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) environmental noise regulations are set forth in 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B, Noise Abatement and Control. According to the regulations, “It is HUD’s general policy to provide minimum national standards applicable to HUD programs to protect citizens against excessive noise in their communities and places of residence.”[footnoteRef:10] These regulations include criteria for assessing whether a HUD project is suitable for a particular site, given the background noise levels. HUD has defined the suitability of a site for new housing construction based on existing noise levels as follows:  [10: 	HUD, Noise Abatement and Control, 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B. ] 



· Acceptable—65 dB day-night average sound level (DNL) or less; 


· Normally unacceptable—Exceeding 65 dB DNL but not exceeding 75 dB DNL; and 


· Unacceptable—Exceeding 75 dB DNL.


The HUD regulations also include a goal (not a standard) that interior noise levels not exceed 45 dB DNL.[footnoteRef:11] Sound attenuating features such as barriers or sound attenuating building materials shall be used to achieve the interior noise goal where feasible. Standard building construction generally provides 20 dB DNL of sound attenuation; therefore, if the exterior noise environment is classified as “acceptable,” according to HUD standards, the interior noise environment should not exceed 45 dB DNL. The HUD regulations also encourage the use of quieter construction equipment and methods.[footnoteRef:12] [11: 	24 CFR, Section 51.103(c)]  [12: 	24 CFR, Section 51.101(7)] 



Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) develops noise exposure maps that use average annual DNL noise contours around the airport as the primary noise descriptor. The FAA states that all land uses are considered compatible when aircraft noise effects are less than 65 decibels (dB) DNL. San Francisco International Airport is approximately seven miles south, and Oakland International Airport is approximately nine miles east, of the project site. The project site is outside the 55 dB CNEL noise contour of both airports.[footnoteRef:13] [13: 	San Francisco International Airport, Aircraft Noise Abatement Office, Mapping Tools, Internet Web Site: http://www.flyquietsfo.com/mapping_tools.asp, Accessed July 9, 2013, and Oakland International Airport, Fourth Quarter 2008 Noise Contours. Internet website: http://www2.oaklandairport.com/noise/pdfs/
2008_Annual_Noise_Contour_Map.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013, March 2009.] 







State Regulations


State regulations include requirements for the construction of new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings that are intended to limit the extent of noise transmitted into habitable spaces. These requirements are collectively known as the California Noise Insulation Standards and are found in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.


The State of California updated its Building Code requirements with respect to sound transmission, effective January 2014. Section 1207 of the California Building Code (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) establishes material requirements in terms of sound transmission class (STC) [footnoteRef:14] rating of 50 for all common interior walls and floor/ceiling assemblies between adjacent dwelling units or between dwelling units and adjacent public area. The previous code requirements (before 2014) set an interior performance standard of 45 dBA from exterior noise sources. This requirement will be re-instated in July of 2015. [14: 	The STC is used as a measure of a materials ability to reduce sound. The STC is equal to the number of decibels a sound is reduced as it passes through a material. ] 



Local Regulations


San Francisco General Plan


Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise


The Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan contains Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise.[footnoteRef:15] These guidelines, which are similar to but differ somewhat from state guidelines promulgated by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, indicate maximum acceptable exterior noise levels for various newly developed land uses. The City’s guidelines, which are presented in Figure 5.3-2, indicate exterior noise levels that might be inappropriate for sensitive land uses and would therefore require additional noise insulation considerations beyond standard practices. Though this figure presents a range of noise levels that are considered compatible or incompatible with various land uses, the maximum “satisfactory” noise level is 60 dBA (DNL) for residential and hotel uses; 65 dBA (DNL) for school classrooms, libraries, churches, and hospitals; 70 dBA (DNL) for playgrounds, parks, office buildings, retail commercial uses, and noise-sensitive manufacturing/communications uses; and 77 dBA for other commercial uses such as wholesale, some retail, industrial/manufacturing, transportation, communications, and utilities. If these uses are proposed to be located in areas with noise levels that exceed these guidelines, a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements will normally be necessary prior to final review and approval.  [15: 	City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, adopted on June 27, 1996, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/index.htm, accessed July 9, 2013.] 




INSERT Figure 5.3-2
SF Land Use Compatibility Chart






Noise-Related Policies


The following policies of the San Francisco General Plan Environmental Protection Element that relate to noise issues are relevant to the proposed project:


Policy 10.1: Promote site planning, building orientation and design and interior layout that will lessen noise intrusion. Because sound levels drop as distance from the source increases, building setbacks can play an important role in reducing noise for the building occupants. Buildings sited with their narrower dimensions facing the noise source and sited to shield or be shielded by other buildings also help reduce noise intrusion. Although walls with no windows or small windows cut down on noise from exterior sources, in most cases it would not be feasible or desirable to eliminate wall openings. However, interior layout can achieve similar results by locating rooms whose use require more quiet, such as bedrooms, away from the street noise.


Policy 10.2: Promote the incorporation of noise insulation materials in new construction. State-imposed noise insulation standards apply to all new residential structures except detached single-family dwellings. Protection against exterior noise and noise within a building is also important in many nonresidential structures. Builders should be encouraged to take into account prevailing noise levels and to include noise insulation materials as needed to provide adequate insulation.


Policy 11.1: Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds the noise compatibility guidelines for that use. New development should be examined to determine whether background and/or thoroughfare noise level of the site is consistent with the guidelines for the proposed use. If the noise levels for the development site….exceed the sound level guidelines established for that use, as shown in the accompanying land use compatibility chart, then either needed noise insulation features should be incorporated in the design or else the construction or development should not be undertaken. 


Policy 11.3: Locate new noise-generating development so that the noise impact is reduced. Developments which will bring appreciable traffic into or through noise-sensitive areas should be discouraged, if there are appropriate alternative locations where the noise impact would be less. For those activities—such as a hospital—that need a quiet environment, yet themselves generate considerable traffic, the proper location presents a dilemma. In those cases, the new development should locate where this traffic will not present a problem and, if necessary, incorporate the proper noise insulation.


San Francisco Noise Ordinance


In San Francisco, regulation of noise is stipulated in Article 29 of the Police Code (Regulation of Noise), which states that the City’s policy is to prohibit unnecessary, excessive, and offensive noises from all sources subject to police power. Sections 2907 and 2908 of Article 29 regulate construction equipment and construction work at night, while Section 2909 provides for limits on stationary-source noise from machinery and equipment. Sections 2907 and 2908 are enforced by the Department of Building Inspection, and Section 2909 is enforced by the Department of Public Health. Summaries of these and other relevant sections are presented below.


Sections Regulating Construction Noise


Sections 2907(a) and (b) of the Police Code state that it shall be unlawful for any person, including the City and County of San Francisco, to operate any powered construction equipment, regardless of age or date of acquisition, if the operation of such equipment emits noise at a level in excess of 80 dBA when measured at a distance of 100 feet from such equipment, or an equivalent sound level at some other convenient distance. Exemptions from this requirement include:


· Impact tools and equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation; and


· Pavement breakers and jackhammers equipped with acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation.


Section 2908 prohibits any person, between the hours of 8:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, from erecting, constructing, demolishing, excavating for, altering, or repairing any building or structure if the noise level created is in excess of the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the nearest property line unless a special permit has been applied for and granted by the Director of Public Works.


Sections Regulating Operational Noise


Section 2909 establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. For example, the noise limits for commercial and industrial properties (Section 2909(b)) provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. If the noise generated from commercial and industrial properties is generated from a licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission, such use shall not produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBC[footnoteRef:16] above the local ambient level at the property plane in addition to the 8 dBA standard. [16: 	C-weighted decibels include low-frequency sounds that are more common to amplified sound/concerts. ] 



For noise generated by residential properties, the noise limits are 5 dBA above the ambient level at any point outside of the property plane of a residential use. The noise limits for public property provide that no person shall produce a noise level more than 10 dBA above the local ambient level at a distance of 25 feet or more on public property. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. None of the noise limits set forth in this section apply to activity for which the City and County of San Francisco has issued a permit that contains noise limit provisions that are different from those set forth in this article. Additionally, the Directors of Public Health, Public Works, or Building Inspection, or the Entertainment Commission, or the Chief of Police may grant variances to noise regulations, over which they have jurisdiction pursuant to Section 2916.


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise, within the City and County of San Francisco and consists of the following regulations:


1. The only sounds permitted are music or human speech.


2. Hours of operation permitted shall be between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.; operation after 10:00 p.m. is permitted only at the location of a public event or affair of general public interest or as otherwise permitted by the Entertainment Commission. 


3. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission, sound shall not be issued within 450 feet of hospitals, schools, churches, courthouses, public libraries, or mortuaries. 


4. No sound truck with its amplifying device in operation shall traverse any one block in the City and County more than four times in any one calendar day. 


5. Amplified human speech and music shall not be unreasonably loud, raucous, jarring, or disturbing to persons of normal sensitiveness within the area of audibility, nor louder than permitted in Subsections (6) and (7) hereof. 


6. When the sound truck is in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 450 feet from its source; provided, however, that when the sound truck is stopped by traffic, the said sound amplifying equipment shall not be operated for longer than one minute at such a stop. 


7. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission for public gatherings, in all cases where sound amplifying equipment remains at one location or when the sound truck is not in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 250 feet from the periphery of the attendant audience. 


8. No sound amplifying equipment shall be operated unless the axis of the center of any sound reproducing equipment used shall be parallel to the direction of travel of the sound truck; provided, however, that any sound reproducing equipment may be so placed upon said sound truck as to not vary more than 15 degrees on either side of the axis of the center of the direction of travel and, provided further, that radial, nondirectional type of loudspeakers may be used on said sound trucks either alone or in conjunction with sound reproducing equipment placed within 15 degrees of the center line of the direction of travel. 


San Francisco Entertainment Commission Permits


Section 90.1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code establishes the role of the San Francisco Entertainment Commission to regulate, promote and enhance the field of entertainment in San Francisco. The seven-member commission has powers to accept, review, and gather information to conduct hearings for entertainment-related permit applications and rule upon and issue, deny, condition, suspend, revoke or transfer entertainment-related permits in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. Additionally, the Entertainment Commission plans and coordinates the provision of City services for major events for which there is no recognized organizer, promoter, or sponsor.


The Entertainment Commission has permit authority over a variety of different permit types including Place of Entertainment permits, Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker permits, and Limited Live Performance permits. Permit hearings require the applicant to provide proof of neighborhood outreach to the Commission. Such outreach must consist of at least two of four types of outreach: (1) presentation to a neighborhood, community or residential group; (2) presentation to the leadership of a local not-for-profit that deals with community support such as housing, at risk youth, health, or mental services; (3) a petition including an appropriate number of neighbor signatures according to the applicants business address; and/or (4) presentation to a business association if no community organization or not-for-profit exists near the venue.


The Commission has also established a Good Neighbor Policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes the following policies that address noise generation (numbering refers to the numbers listed in the Good Neighbor Policy):


1.	Notices shall be well-lit and prominently displayed at all entrances to and exits from the establishment urging patrons to leave the establishment and neighborhood in a quiet, peaceful and orderly fashion and to please not litter or block driveways in the neighborhood.


2.	Employees of the establishment shall be posted at all entrances and exits to the establishment during the period from 10:00 p.m. to such time past closing that all patrons have left the premises. These employees shall insure that patrons waiting to enter the establishment and those exiting the premises are urged to respect the quiet and cleanliness of the neighborhood as they walk to their parked vehicle or otherwise leave the area.


7.	The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


8.	There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police code section 2900.


9.	The establishment shall implement other conditions and/or management practices necessary to insure that management and/or patrons of the establishments maintain the quiet, safety and cleanliness of the premises and the vicinity of the use, and do not block driveways of neighboring residents or businesses.


10.	Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


11.	Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


13.	In addition, a manager or other responsible person shall answer a cell phone for at least two hours after the close of business to allow for police and emergency personnel or other City personnel to contact that person concerning incidents.


Mission Bay Good Neighbor or Construction Noise Policy


The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy regarding construction noise is a standard policy of the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) that applies to all development within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area. It specifies that:


Pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) shall be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays. Requests for pile driving on Saturdays may be considered on a case-by-case basis by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) with approval at the sole discretion of the OCII Executive Director.


City holidays recognized under this policy include New Years Day, Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Day, President's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Columbus Day, Veterans Day, Thanksgiving Day, the day after Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day.


[bookmark: _Toc410050842]Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to noise and vibration if it were to:


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels;


· Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


· Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the noise analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, page 59), which also explains that criteria related to public airports are not applicable to the proposed project and why the proposed project would not be substantially affected by existing noise levels. No further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section. However, the potential impacts of noise from the operation of the private helipad at the UCSF hospital are addressed with regard to potential impacts on the project.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Construction Impact Methodology – Noise


To assess potential short-term construction noise impacts, sensitive receptors and their relative exposure (considering structural barriers and distance) were identified. Combined intermittent noise levels from the simultaneous operation of onsite equipment expected to be used in project construction were estimated based on equipment noise data published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), as shown in Table 5.3-5. The sources assessed were identified by the project sponsor as likely equipment to be used during project construction. The roadway noise construction model of the FHWA was then used to predict noise levels at the nearest receptors during both pile driving activity and non-impact construction activity.


[bookmark: _Toc410050607]Table 5.3-5
Typical Noise Levels from Construction Equipment


			Construction Equipment


			Noise Level (dBA, Lmax at 50 feet )





			Dump Truck


			76





			Air Compressor


			78





			Street Sweeper 


			82





			Excavator


			81





			Scraper


			84





			Loader


			79





			Tractor/Dozer


			82





			Rapid Impact Compactora


			90





			Auger Drill Rig


			84





			Crane, Mobile


			81





			Forkliftb


			84





			Concrete saw


			90





			Grout-mixing Plant (pump)


			81





			Grandall Forklift


			83





			Concrete Mixer


			79











SOURCE:	Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User Guide, 2006.





a. From  Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, 2007. 


b. From Ventura County Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan, 2010.








Proposed construction activities would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance and the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy limits pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. As long as project construction activities comply with the noise ordinance, construction noise impacts from non-impact equipment would be considered less than significant. If construction activities using non-impact equipment would exceed these standards and the restrictions of the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, then the noise effects would be potentially significant and mitigation measures would be required. 


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not identify any quantitative noise limit standard for impact equipment. To assess the potential impacts related to rapid impact compaction, this analysis employs the general assessment construction noise assessment methodology and criteria suggested by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).[footnoteRef:17] This guidance identifies a 1-hour Leq of 90 dBA for daytime and 80 dBA for nighttime construction noise exposure at residential uses. Commercial and industrial land use exposure to construction noise of 100 dBA is suggested as an assessment criterion. [17: 	U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.] 



In addition to the above criteria, to determine if the proposed project would result in a substantial temporary increase in noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project, persistent construction equipment noise related to an increase of 10 dBA over the existing noise levels would represent a perceived doubling of loudness and is considered a substantial temporary increase in noise levels warranting implementation of construction noise control measures. Consistent with FTA and FHWA methodology, this increase in construction noise is assessed relative to an hourly Leq and also accounts for equipment percentage uses as inventoried by FHWA.


Construction Impact Methodology –Vibration


Vibration impacts are considered significant if they would either result in levels substantial enough to result in damage to nearby structures or buildings, or result in vibration levels generally accepted as an annoyance to sensitive land uses. Groundborne noise occurs when vibrations transmitted through the ground result in secondary radiation of noise. Groundborne noise is generally associated with transit trains through tunnels and underground blasting activities, neither of which is proposed as part of this project, and therefore, this analysis is focused on groundborne vibration. 


The local regulations of the affected jurisdictions in the project area do not address vibration or provide numerical thresholds for identifying groundborne vibration impacts. In the absence of local regulatory significance thresholds for vibration from construction equipment, this evaluation uses the Caltrans-identified peak particle velocity (PPV) thresholds for adverse human reaction and risk of architectural damage to buildings. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second (in/sec) PPV.[footnoteRef:18] For building damage, the threshold depends on the architectural characteristics of the potentially affected structure (see Table 5.3-6).  [18: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 



[bookmark: _Toc410050608]TABLE 5.3-6
Caltrans Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria 


			Structure Type and Condition


			Transient Vibration Sourcesa


			Continuous Frequent Intermittent Vibration Sourcesb





			


			Maximum Peak Particle Velocity (PPV), 
inches per second (in/sec)





			Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient monuments


			0.12


			0.08





			Fragile buildings


			0.2


			0.1





			Historic and some old buildings


			0.5


			0.25





			Older residential structures


			0.5


			0.3





			New residential structures


			1.0


			0.5





			Modern industrial/commercial buildings


			2.0


			0.5











NOTES: 


a	Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls.


b	Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.





SOURCE: Caltrans, 2013.








Operational Impact Methodology


Operational noise issues evaluated in this section include (1) noise generated by automobile and bus traffic that would occur during typical daily conditions with the project and during event conditions; and (2) compatibility of potential future uses with San Francisco Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise. Traffic noise modeling was completed using the Federal Highway Administration Traffic Noise Model. 


Traffic noise level significance is determined by comparing the increase in noise levels (traffic contribution only) to increments recognized by Caltrans as representing a perceptible increase in noise levels. Additionally, it is widely accepted methodology by both FTA[footnoteRef:19] and the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON)[footnoteRef:20] that thresholds should be more stringent for environments that are already noise impacted. Consequently, for noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 3 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.[footnoteRef:21] [19: 	Ibid.]  [20: 	Federal Interagency Committee on Noise, Federal Agency Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues, August 1992.]  [21: 	Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, September 2013, p. 2-44.] 



Operational noise from non-transportation sources such as egress of patrons from events or sound amplification equipment in common areas are assessed based on noise increases of 8 dBA (for noise generated by commercial uses) over existing ambient (L90) levels and any applicable restrictions of the City’s noise ordinance and Police Code. Although these operational noise increases would be of limited duration, they would be expected to occur throughout the life of the project and are therefore considered permanent changes in noise conditions. 


The proposed project would not introduce new operational vibration sources (e.g., impact equipment, streetcar and rail operations, and blasting activities), and therefore, there would be no operational vibration impacts, and operational vibration is not discussed further.


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Cumulative Construction Impact Methodology


Cumulative construction noise impacts are assessed by review of the cumulative project list for proposed projects that could be constructed at the same time as the proposed project and are within close enough proximity (within 1,000 feet) to make a meaningful contribution to the construction noise impact of the proposed project. An approximation is made of the cumulative construction sound levels based on the Roadway Noise Construction Model and compared to FTA criteria for construction discussed above.


Cumulative Operations Impact Methodology


Cumulative operational noise impacts are assessed by modeling cumulative plus project roadside noise levels and comparing the results with existing modeled roadside noise levels and to Caltrans perceptibility criteria discussed above.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact NO-1: Construction of the proposed project would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. (Less than Significant)


Construction activities for the proposed project are expected to occur over a 26-month period between 2015 and 2017. Construction phases would include demolition, site preparation, excavation and soil stabilization, augering and casting of piles, placement of infrastructure, placement of foundations for structures, and fabrication of structures. Demolition and construction activities would require the use of heavy trucks, material loaders, cranes, concrete saws, and other mobile and stationary construction equipment listed in Table 5.3-5 above. Piles would be cast in place into augured holes and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver.


Other Construction Activities. Soil stabilization of the project site would involve rapid impact compaction. Rapid impact compaction is a ground improvement technique that densifies shallow, loose granular soils, using a hydraulic hammer which repeatedly strikes an impact plate. The energy is transferred to the underlying loose granular soils and rearranges the particles into a denser configuration. The impact locations are typically located on a grid pattern, the spacing of which is determined by the subsurface conditions and foundation loading and geometry.


Other construction activities such as general building construction would be less noise intrusive, involving cranes, forklifts saws, and nail guns. Trucks would be used to off-haul demolition wastes, which would also marginally increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. 


Effect on Sensitive Receptors. Construction noise would be similar in magnitude to existing Leq noise levels along Third Street, but greater than existing Leq noise levels along the waterfront. However, land uses along the waterfront are recreational and are not considered noise-sensitive land uses. Thus, temporary construction noise impacts would not cause substantial increase in noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors; this impact would be less than significant.


Demolition/Mass Excavation. Demolition and mass excavation activities at the project site would involve three excavators, three loaders, three scrapers, and two bulldozers as well as two street sweepers and trucks to off-haul material. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. Table 5.3-7 presents the resultant noise levels at each of the receptors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of excavation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050609]Rapid Impact Compaction. Construction of the proposed project would involve use of rapid impact compaction to stabilize soils on the project site. Up to three tractors with compactor attached could operate at a given time over a 3-month period. Using an estimated noise level of 90 dBA,[footnoteRef:22] a mounted impact hammer (which is also rated at 90 dBA) was used as a proxy in the Roadway Noise Construction Model to estimate noise levels from simultaneous operation of the compactors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of compaction noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. Actual noise levels would likely be up to 10 dBA less than indicated in the table, as compaction would occur within an excavation pit and surrounding earth walls would provide additional attenuation of compaction noise, particularly at the western site perimeter where excavation would be deepest. Predicted noise levels from impact compaction would also be less than 80 dBA at any residential  [22: 	Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, June 2007.] 



Table 5.3-7
noise levels from construction activities at 
sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Mass Excavation


			Compaction


			Pile Installation


			Shoring


			Building Construction





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			63.8


			64.0


			67.7


			61.6


			66.0





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site 


			71.2


			75.9


			75.7


			79.8


			73.6


			78.0





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site 


			67.0


			66.9


			66.8


			70.8


			64.6


			69.1











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








receptor and less than 100 dBA at any commercial receptor, which are thresholds suggested by FTA guidance and applied here for impact equipment (since they are not subject to the noise limit restrictions of the San Francisco construction noise ordinance).


Pile Installation. Piles for the proposed project would not be driven with an impact hammer, but rather cast in place with drilled auger holes. Pile installation activities at the project site would involve four drill rigs, four crawler cranes, two forklifts, four excavators, and concrete saws. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of pile installation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Shoring. Shoring activities at the project site would involve two drill rigs, cranes, two grout mixing plants, and two excavators. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of shoring activity noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Building Construction. Building construction at the project site would involve operation of two concrete pumps, two bobcats, four excavators, eight cranes, eight grandall lifts, and a variety of small tools and equipment (e.g., chop saws, nail guns, etc.). This would be the longest phase of construction, occurring over a 21-month period. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the noise contribution of building construction activities at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Cumulative Project Construction Noise. The construction schedule indicates that excavation, compaction, pile installation, and shoring activities could take place concurrently during two months of the construction schedule. This would represent the worst case scenario in terms of cumulative construction noise from the project. 


However, it would be impossible for all four activities to occur simultaneously at the same location (e.g., the nearest distance to a given receptor) and therefore, the cumulative noise level would not be the acoustical sum of these noise levels. To account for the geographic distribution of these potential simultaneous activities, only the noisiest activity (pile installation, due to the number of pieces of equipment) was assumed to occur at the nearest distance to a given receptor. All other activities were assumed to occur at a farther distance of 200 feet from pile installation activities. This adjustment was only meaningful for receptors No. 2 and 3 which are the closest to the project site. Predicted cumulative project construction noise levels are presented in Table 5.38, which shows that noise levels from concurrent construction activities would not exceed 10-dBA over the noise level criterion for any receptor. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050610]Table 5.3-8
Cumulative Worst case noise levels from 
construction activities at sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Concurrent Excavation, Compaction, Pile Installation and Shoring Activities





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			70.9





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site


			71.2


			80.8





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site


			67.0


			72.8











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








Other Construction Activities. During peak excavation activities, up to 400 truck trips could be generated to and from the site per day. These truck trips would increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. Assuming a 10-hour work day, the addition of 40 heavy duty truck trips to the existing peak hour traffic would increase traffic noise contributions by 2.3 dBA along Third Street during peak excavation activities. This would be a less than significant contribution to roadway noise levels.


Summary of Impact NO-1


Construction activities at the project site over a 26-month period would result in temporary increases in noise levels in the project vicinity, which could be noticeable at nearby residential and hospital land uses. Peak cumulative construction activities would occur during a 3-month period in 2015–2016 and during this time, the increase in noise levels over existing conditions would be less than 10 dBA (without mitigation). All other periods of construction would similarly be under 10 dBA. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-1, compliance with the Mission Bay Good Neighborhood Construction Noise Policy.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-1: Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy


The project sponsor shall comply with the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy and limit all extreme noise-generating construction activities to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.


Comparison of Impact NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified construction-related noise impact as less than significant with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 to address noise from impact pile driving. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 requires use of noise-reducing pile driving techniques and restricting the hours of operation. Because the proposed project would be installing piles using drilling and cast-in-place techniques, the project would be implementing Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 as part of the project, and as described above, construction noise impacts would be less than significant. Thus, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 is neither warranted nor applicable to the proposed project. 


Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to construction noise than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact NO-2: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan, noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. (Less than Significant)


Proposed construction would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, which prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. Table 5.3-5, above, presents the maximum noise levels generated by construction equipment identified by the project sponsor as likely to be used during construction. All non-impact equipment would be consistent with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, the project would not generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local, noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related noise impact with respect to consistency with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Consequently, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to consistency with established noise standards than was previously identified.


_________________________


Impact NO-3: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people and structures to or generate excessive groundborne vibration levels. (Less than Significant)


Groundborne vibration from construction activities that involve impact activities, primarily rapid impact compaction, could produce detectable vibration at nearby sensitive buildings and sensitive receptors unless proper precaution is followed.


There are no adopted state or local policies or standards for groundborne vibration. Vibration intensity is expressed as peak particle velocity (PPV), the maximum speed at which the ground moves while it temporarily shakes. Since groundshaking speeds are very slow, PPV is measured in inches per second. The average person is quite sensitive to ground motion and levels as low as 0.02 inch per second can be detected by the human body when background noise and vibration levels are low and levels of 0.1 inches per second are considered "strongly perceptible." The Federal Transit Administration has published guidance relative to vibration impacts (see Table 5.3-6, above). According to Caltrans, new structures can be exposed to groundborne vibration PPV levels of up to 0.5 inch per second without experiencing structural damage.[footnoteRef:23] [23: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 



Building Damage


Rapid impact compaction activities are proposed during the first two to three months of construction. The magnitude of vibration caused by rapid impact compaction is a function of distance from the receptor or structure of concern and the nature of surrounding soils. Groundborne vibration from activities that involve impact tools could produce significant vibration. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicates that compliance with a safe level of vibration with respect to building damage can be achieved provided that the activity occur no closer than 10 meters (33 feet) from a structure.[footnoteRef:24] The nearest structure north, across South Street, and to the south, across 16th Street would be located farther than 75 feet away, while the nearest structure to the west would be over 100 feet away. Consequently, proposed compaction activities would result in less than significant vibration impacts with respect to building damage.  [24: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Human Annoyance


Vibration levels can also result in interference or annoyance impacts at residences or other land uses where people sleep, such as hotels and hospitals. Vibration impact criteria published by Caltrans relative to these land uses are stated in terms of PPV, in inches per second. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second PPV.[footnoteRef:25] [25: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013] 



The closest residence would be the UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower), approximately 200 feet from the project site while the nearest hospital would be approximately 560 feet away. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicated that at a distance of 30 meters (100 feet), cumulative vibration energy results in maximum vibration level of 2.3 millimeters per second (0.09 inches per second).[footnoteRef:26] Because sensitive land uses would be more than 100 feet away, worst-case cumulative vibration levels generated by rapid impact compaction would be below the strongly perceptible threshold. Therefore, due to the distance of receptors from the project site, impacts from vibration with respect to human annoyance would be less than significant. [26: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Vibration-Sensitive Equipment


Land uses with operations that could be considered to have high sensitivity to vibrations include vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing, hospitals with vibration-sensitive equipment, and university research operations. The degree of sensitivity to vibration depends on the specific equipment that would be affected by the vibration as well as on the design of the specific building in which the equipment is located. Equipment such as electron microscopes and high resolution lithographic equipment can be very sensitive to vibration, and even normal optical microscopes can sometimes be difficult to use when vibration is well below the human annoyance level. Existing medical or research uses adjacent to the project site that contain vibration-sensitive equipment could experience vibration levels during construction that exceed 0.008 inches per second (65 VdB) and potentially disturb the operation of sensitive medical equipment. As discussed in the 1998 FSEIR, construction vibration effects on sensitive equipment would be a concern for users of research buildings and could be an inconvenience. However, these users are not considered sensitive receptors, and therefore, construction vibration effects are not considered a significant environmental effect under CEQA. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-2, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations. 


Summary of Impact NO-3


Rapid impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at residential or hospital receptors. All other construction activity would generate lesser vibration levels and project construction vibration-related impacts would be less than significant. However, implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-3, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations, could reduce the temporary human annoyance associated with land uses involving vibration-sensitive equipment during construction.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-3: Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Activities


At least one week prior to the start of rapid impact compaction activities, the project sponsor shall notify owners and occupants within 500 feet of the project site of the dates, hours, and expected duration of such activities.


Comparison of Impact NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR as a result of modern building design and equipment installation techniques. Similarly, as described above, the proposed project would result in less than significant vibration impacts. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to vibration than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Impact NO-4: Operation of the proposed project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Operation of the event center and mixed-use development would result in the introduction of new noise sources, both stationary and mobile, to the project area. Stationary noise sources would include the operation of five back-up diesel generators for maintenance purposes and mechanical equipment as well as the operation of public address systems and amplification equipment not only interior to the event center but also for occasional outdoor performances and events at the proposed Third Street plaza. Mobile noise sources would include increased traffic and crowd egress noise on local streets.


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance contains restrictions on noise from stationary sources, whereas noise from mobile sources is regulated at the state and federal level, generally through manufacturer specification requirements. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not address or establish restrictions on mobile sources. Therefore, the potential for adverse noise effects from stationary sources is addressed in this impact, which is specific to the standards of the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. The potential impact of mobile source operations generated by the project is addressed below under Impact NO-5 with respect to permanent increases in hourly traffic noise levels in the project vicinity and not in this impact.


This impact also addresses land use compatibility of the proposed office and retail land uses with respect to the noise standards of the San Francisco General Plan. The San Francisco General Plan establishes land use compatibility standards for land uses throughout the City for determining the compatibility of new land uses with an existing or future noise environment. This analysis assesses Although this represents an assessment of the potential impact of the environment on the project, as opposed to an impact of the project on the environment. There is some uncertainty regarding whether CEQA requires analysis of such impacts.  A California Supreme Court case is pending which is likely to address the issue.   which is currently subject to judicial review in the State Supreme Court, nNoisenoise impacts of the environment on a proposed project are specifically identified in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines with respect to noise from airports and private airfields. In this case, tTheThe nearby UCSF Hospital has recently constructed a helipad, the noise impacts of which is addressed as a cumulative impact under Impact C-NO-3, below. 


Stationary Noise Sources – Generators and Mechanical Equipment


The project anticipates installing on-site generators capable of providing up to three megawatts (MW) of emergency, standby and optional power to the event center in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power.[footnoteRef:27] In addition, each office and retail building would have an on-site generator capable of approximately 0.75 MW, and the proposed food hall would have a generator capable of approximately 0.5 MW, to provide fire and life safety emergency power in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power to those uses.  [27:  	Under such circumstance, the generators would provide power for fire alarms, fire command room, emergency lighting, elevators, smoke control and pressurization, fire pumps, audio system, and certain scoreboard equipment.] 



Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and the standards vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. The limits for noise generated by commercial and industrial properties such as the proposed project provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 


Under the proposed project, all emergency generators would be located within the parking structure on Lower Parking Level 1 and would be enclosed within dedicated rooms inside the lower level parking garage. Consequently, engine noise from generator testing is not expected to generate audible noise at receptors located outside of the event center and office structures. With the exception of emergency conditions during which these sources would be exempt from restrictions of the Noise Ordinance, all of these generators would be tested approximately once a week for less than one hour for maintenance purposes. 


The majority of the mechanical equipment would be located on the rooftops of each office building tower. All mechanical equipment would be either fully screened or located within a fully enclosed penthouse room enclosure. At the lower levels for the office buildings, mechanical equipment would be located within fully enclosed equipment rooms. For the event center, all mechanical equipment would be located indoors within fully enclosed equipment rooms located on various levels of the building. The only mechanical equipment on the roof would be the cooling tower, which would be fully screened on all four sides. Consequently, all proposed mechanical equipment would be screened and located sufficiently distant from receptors to be operated within the restrictions of the noise ordinance.


Under the proposed project, the generators would be located in a subgrade parking garage at a distance of approximately 300 feet from the nearest existing residential land use and are not expected to increase ambient noise levels because of their protected, subgrade location. Thus, maintenance operations of the backup generators and other mechanical equipment would not result in noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance, and the operational noise impacts from generators and other mechanical equipment would be less than significant. 


Stationary Noise Source – Amplified Sound


For certain events, portions of the proposed outdoor plazas may be equipped with video screens and speakers, which would result in increased sound-level generation. This equipment could operate prior to and/or after some basketball games or events at the event center to generate excitement. In addition, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the proposed Third Street plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events that may also involve amplified sound.


Promoters of any proposed outdoor events on the site’s outdoor plaza that would use amplified sound or music would be required to obtain a permit from the City prior to the event. Section 1060.1 of the Police Code requires a permit to conduct, operate, or maintain a place of entertainment, limited live performance locale or one-time event within the City and County of San Francisco. Concerts on the plaza would require the promoter to obtain a Limited Live Performance Permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. 


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code, while generally focused on truck-mounted amplification equipment, regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise. Hours of operation are restricted to between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., unless permitted by the San Francisco Entertainment Commission. As basketball games generally start at 7:30 p.m., operation of video screens and speakers on the plazas prior to basketball games would be consistent with these time restrictions of Article 1, Section 47.2. Operation of outdoor speakers on the plaza would require the applicant to obtain an Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker Permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing as discussed in the Setting section. Notwithstanding this consistency with the Police Code, due to the as yet unknown nature of future outdoor events at the project site, the use of amplified sound equipment would still have the potential for significant noise impacts in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) is identified to ensure that sound levels generated by amplified equipment would be consistent with Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code, which establishes a not-to-exceed (except through a variance) noise standard for fixed sources of noise and from licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission. For noise generated from a commercial property, the relevant noise limits are 8 dBA above the ambient L90 level at any point outside of the property plane of the commercial use. For a Place of Entertainment, the low-frequency dBC criterion would additionally apply, where no noise or music shall exceed the low frequency ambient criterion by more than 8 dBC.


The proposed event center would also host approximately 45 concerts a year, in addition to other events (see Chapter 3, Table 3-3), which would operate amplified sound equipment within the event center. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Entertainment Commission Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities requires permit holders to provide a cell phone point of contact to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided, Design of the proposed event center includes layers of doors and an intervening concourse, which would serve to minimize leakage of concert/event noise within the event center to the outside areas. Additionally, the proposed 160-foot office towers with 90-foot podium structure, and the proposed gatehouse building located on the west side of the site would provide a barrier between the event center and sensitive land uses to the northwest and southwest, which would further attenuate any potential leakage of interior concert/event noise. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future events within the arena, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Noise Exposure of Proposed Event Center and Office Uses


The project proposes development of office and retail land uses, which are generally not considered noise-sensitive uses. Noise monitoring in the project area indicates existing noise levels to be 75 DNL (day-night noise level) at the setback of Third Street (see Table 5.3-3 above). These levels represent the noise exposure levels which the proposed uses at the site would be subject to.


Policy 11.1 of the San Francisco General Plan identifies use of sound level guidelines established for a particular land use, as shown in the land use compatibility chart (see Figure 5.3-2, above). For sports event centers, an exterior sound level of 77 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. For office land uses such as those proposed under the project, the land use compatibility chart indicates that noise exposure of 75 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. Because both the event center and office and retail buildings would be constructed using modern materials and techniques which include ventilation systems and non-operable windows, these land uses would be consistent with the compatibility standards of the General Plan. Consequently, exposure to noise levels in excess of standards in the local general plan would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact NO-4, Operational Noise from Stationary Sources


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new stationary noise sources that would be subject to the requirements of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. These new sources include generators and mechanical equipment, as well as the potential for amplified sound within the Third Street plaza. Due to the proposed enclosed and subgrade location for generators, enclosed location for majority of the event center mechanical equipment, and the rooftop locations and proposed mechanical screens for mechanical equipment for the office and retail buildings, predicted noise levels from proposed new stationary sources would not meaningfully contribute to the existing monitored ambient noise levels in the project area, and the project would therefore be consistent with the restrictions of the noise ordinance. 


The proposed project would also introduce new land uses, and these new uses would be exposed to noise levels of up to 75 DNL. However, modern building techniques and materials as well as inclusion of non-operable windows and ventilation systems would be sufficient to ensure that the project would comply with land use compatibility requirements of the San Francisco General Plan, and this impact would be less than significant.


With respect to amplified sound, either interior to the event center or in open-air plazas on the project site, the predicted sound levels and hours of occurrence would be consistent with the noise ordinance. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future outside events at the Third Street plaza, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) would ensure that noise levels from amplified sound exterior to the event center would comply with the noise ordinance. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b, Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit, would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, regardless of current unknowns as to the nature of future events within the arena. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a: Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound


The project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venues to reduce the potential for noise impacts from public address and/or amplified music. This Noise Control Plan shall contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements for outdoor concerts.


· Speaker systems shall be directed away from the nearest sensitive receptors to the degree feasible.


· Outdoor speaker systems shall be operated consistent with the restrictions of Section 2909 of the San Francisco Police Code, and conform to a performance standard of 8 dBA and dBC over existing ambient L90 noise levels at the nearest residential use.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b: Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit


As part of the Place of Entertainment Permit process, the project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venue to reduce the potential for noise impacts from interior event noise. This Noise Control Plan shall, at a minimum, contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements.


· The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


· There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police Code section 2900.


· Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


· Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


Comparison of Impact NO-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The operational noise impact with respect to noise from generators and mechanical equipment was not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, this project impact would be less than significant, so under the project, there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The operational noise impact with respect to amplified sound was addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to outdoor concert events at the AT&T ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR, which included implementation of a plan limiting events to three per year and establishing a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient noise levels as a performance standard. As described above, the proposed project impact would be similar, so there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.	Comment by Clarke Miller: Per earlier comments, the number of allowable event s at AT&T is inconsistent in various docs, so best to remove the number.


_________________________


Impact NO-5: Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact NO-4, above, this impact addresses the introduction of new mobile noise sources with respect to the potential for permanent, long-term increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Mobile noise sources include vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise with Transit Service Plan


Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would increase noise levels along existing roadways. Under the Transit Service Plan (TSP) included as part of the project, light rail service on the T Third line would be increased, and three special event shuttles would be implemented, including a 16th Street BART Shuttle, Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle. Increases in noise from traffic on existing roadways are assessed by modeling existing and future roadway noise levels and comparing the resulting increase to standards published by FICON. For noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 3dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.


Increased traffic noise with the TSP was assessed for four separate scenarios, consistent with those analyzed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. First, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions (year 2015 inclusive of traffic from foreseeable development) during the weekday peak hour (4 to 6 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of convention traffic associated with the proposed project. Second, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions during the weekday “evening” hour (6 to 8 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of pre-basketball game traffic. A third scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the weekday “late” hour (9 to 11 p.m.) reflecting the contributions of post basketball game traffic. Lastly, a scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the Saturday evening peak hour (7 to 9 p.m.).	Comment by Whit Manley: Existing conditions typically do not include foreseeable development. Is this development that will happen before the project is operational and is therefore considered part of the existing conditions? Please clarify.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: What does “convention” traffic mean?  Is this a reference to event center activities in conjunction with a convention at Moscone Center?  Please clarify.   


Noise levels were determined for this analysis using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Prediction Model based on baseline and future traffic projections developed as part of the transportation analysis (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation). Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments are presented in Table 5.3-9. Noise levels in Table 5.3-9 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.


5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures





5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures


5.3 Noise and Vibration


5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures


5.3 Noise and Vibration





OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.3-1	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, April 27, 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.3-32	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, April 27, 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.3-33	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, April 27, 2015  Subject to Revision


Table 5.3-9
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project with TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			69.7


			1.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.1


			69.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.1


			4.9


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			57.9


			0.4


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.0


			1.4


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.6


			2.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.5


			-0.9c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			63.7


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			62.2


			10.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.2


			6.8


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			63.3


			3.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			64.4


			4.7


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			65.8


			1.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			61.9


			7.2


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.0


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.6


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.5


			2.1


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and egress routing during events.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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As shown in Table 5.3-9, weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along Third Street where noise levels would increase by less than 3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along 16th Street and Mariposa Street would increase by as much as 4.9 dBA. However, the existing traffic noise levels along these streets is below 65 dBA and therefore the applicable threshold would be 5 dBA, which would not be met or exceeded. Thus, the roadside noise impact along these two streets would be less than significant. 


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 10.0 and 6.8 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.2 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant permanent increase in noise levels.


Physical noise mitigation (i.e., installation of noise barriers) does not represent a feasible mitigation measure for these event-driven noise impacts. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of this EIR identifies transportation-related mitigation measures, which would likely not reduce potential noise impacts at most of these roadway segments, where traffic volumes would need to be reduced by half of the projected volumes for noise levels to be reduced below thresholds. Mitigation in terms of rerouting project traffic would have the potential to result in secondary traffic-related impacts or transfer of noise impacts from one roadway to another. Consequently, operational noise impacts during events with implementation of the TSP would be significant and unavoidable, with no feasible mitigation that would reduce roadside noise levels even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified under Impact TR-2 in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise, No Transit Service Plan


Under this project scenario, it is assumed that the proposed TSP is not successfully implemented, thus resulting in higher trip generation (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, for discussion of the rationale for analyzing this scenario). Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would further increase noise levels along roadways used to access the project site beyond the levels identified above.


Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments without the TSP are presented in Table 5.3-10. Noise levels in Table 5.3-10 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.


As shown in Table 5.3-10, without the TSP weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along 3rd Street where noise levels would increase by less than 
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Table 5.3-10
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project without TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			70.1


			1.6


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.1


			69.2


			0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.6


			5.4


			Yesb





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			58.0


			0.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.3


			1.7


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.7


			-0.7c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			64.1


			0.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			61.9


			9.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.1


			6.7


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			65.1


			4.9


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			65.0


			5.3


			Yesb





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.8


			3.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.4


			0.3


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			62.5


			7.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			55.0


			1.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.4


			3.0


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			65.5


			5.1


			Yesb











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This is a significant impact under the no TSP scenario that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015





OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.3-36	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, April 27, 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.3-37	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, April 27, 2015  Subject to Revision


3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along Mariposa Street would increase by more than 5 dBA during the weekday late and Saturday evening hours which would be a significant increase that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour and evening hours, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic, the latter of which would not occur under the with-TSP scenario. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario, post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 9.8 and 6.7 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.8 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. 


Physical noise mitigation (i.e., installation of noise barriers) does not represent a feasible mitigation measure for these event-driven noise impacts. Mitigation in terms of rerouting project traffic would have the potential to result in secondary traffic-related impacts or transfer of noise impacts from one roadway to another. Consequently, operational noise impacts during events without implementation of the TSP would be significant, with no feasible mitigation that would reduce roadside noise levels even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified under Impact TR-2 in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels.


Mobile Noise Source – Crowd Noise


Noise generated by event patrons and retail customers could result in increased noise along surrounding streets, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours (depending on the event timing) and at the end of scheduled games/events when large numbers of people would be departing the event center and walking on local streets to access their transit connections or access their vehicles at local parking locations. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Commission has established a good neighbor policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes eight policies that address noise generation (see Regulatory Framework, above).


A variety of transit options would be available to event patrons under the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, indicates that during the late evening egress hours (9 to 11 p.m.) of a weekday basketball or concert event, over 4,500 people would take transit options and that over 3,000 people would be using the northbound Muni T-Line platform, which is approximately 70 feet from and facing the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building. Observations of current platform occupancy during these hours indicate that fewer than 10 persons are typically present on the platform at any one time. Consequently, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in people gathering in front of across Third Street from the UCSF Hearst Tower housing complex during the targeted 45-minute post-event egress period for approximately 45 basketball games per year and up to 60 additional full capacity concerts and other sporting events per year (see Table 3-3 of the Project Description). In addition to this, there could be smaller capacity family events or daytime conventions. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Would crowd noise be different without the TSP?  It seems there should be at least a brief discussion of both scenarios since they are both discussed above for Vehicular Traffic Noise. 


To estimate noise levels from departing crowds after an event, noise monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T-Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game at AT&T Park was conducted in April 2015. Short-term noise monitoring was located at a setback of approximately 70 feet from the 2nd and King Street (Ballpark) platform. Although the 320-foot-long Ballpark platform is longer than the existing 160-foot T-Line platform across from the project site, the proposed project would include extension of this platform from 160 to 320 feet (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation); therefore this noise measurement would be representative of future project conditions. However, it should be noted that the measured data from the Ballpark platform also included vehicle traffic on King Street and crowd noise on the north side of the street; consequently, these noise measurements may overestimate the magnitude of the potential impact at the project site. 


Monitored noise levels during the egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90, with an Lmax of 90.2 dBA. These noise levels may be compared to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2014 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the UCSF Housing (Hearst Tower) (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 55 dBA, L90 and Lmax of 89.8 dBA. The L90 data indicates that existing noise levels at the UCSF Hearst Tower residential building during quieter periods would be substantially increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days. 


Given that the residential units in this building are elevated up to 15 stories, shielding does not represent a feasible option to mitigating this crowd noise impact. Relocating the northbound platform away from Hearst Tower would also likely be an infeasible option due to resultant secondary impacts to Muni operations of the T-Line. Consequently, the noise impact resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and unavoidable. 


Nevertheless, it should be noted that these noise increases at the Muni platform would be of limited duration, with post game dispersion rate of about 45 minutes and would only occur on event nights. The project sponsor, as part of its site management practices, would implement the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities, urging patrons to respect the quiet of the neighborhood as they leave the area and providing a phone number to all interested neighbors to respond to complaints. Furthermore, it is assumed that the Hearst Towers have been designed to Title 24 noise insulation standards to mitigate exterior noise levels to a 45 dBA interior performance standard, although this standard would likely not be met if the windows are open.


Other than Hearst Tower, the UCSF Hospital is located over 1,000 feet from the southbound Muni platform and would not be expected to experience a substantial noise increase from crowd egress. An additional UCSF housing building isnin proposed for Block 15, west of Fifth Street, but this location, while quieter is located over 1,000 feet away from the proposed arena and transit platform and would be shielded by intervening buildings, including the Sandler Neuroscience Building, Arthur and Toni Remberock Hall, and Hearst Tower.


Summary of Impact NO-5, Operational Noise from Mobile Sources


Noise levels generated by crowds prior to, during, and after events is expected to result in a substantial increase in noise levels at the receptor adjacent to the northbound Muni T-Line transit platform, particularly during nighttime egress hours of 9 p.m. to 11 p.m., and this impact would be significant and unavoidable.


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new mobile noise sources that would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events under either the with-TSP or the no-TSP scenarios and even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, as described in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. These measures identify additional transportation demand management strategies beyond those already incorporated in the proposed project that the project sponsor would pursue in collaboration with the City.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact NO-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified traffic noise increases as less than significant and no mitigation was required. The FSEIR also assessed crowd noise in combination with outdoor concert noise (cheering within the outdoor ballpark). Noise from patron egress was not assessed.


Consequently, the significant and unavoidable traffic and crowd noise impact identified in Impact NO-5 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and adjacent to Terry Francois Boulevard. In addition, neither the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building nor the Muni T-line platform were constructed at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR impact analysis.


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-NO-1: Construction activities of the proposed project combined with cumulative construction noise in the project area could cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity during construction. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The geographic scope of analysis for cumulative noise and vibration construction impacts encompasses sensitive receptors within approximately 500 feet of the proposed project site. Beyond 500 feet, the contributions of noise from other projects would be greatly attenuated through both distance and intervening structures and their contribution would be expected to be minimal. Section 5.1, Impact Overview, presents the list of reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity that could contribute to cumulative construction noise, which in particular would include the construction activities associated with implementation of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the Mission Bay campus and other nearby Mission Bay development projects with construction schedules that could overlap with project construction. Some of the listed cumulative projects are sufficiently distant to not meaningfully contribute to construction noise impact. 


Mission Bay Blocks 33/34 is identified as a variant in the 2014 UCSF LRDP and was analyzed as a pre-2020 project. Phase 1 of this 500,000 gsf office development is scheduled to start construction in 2016, which would occur simultaneously with construction of the proposed project. The UCSF LRDP EIR found that at the Mission Bay campus site, proposed construction activities between 2015 and 2019 include new construction at Block 15 housing, Block 33 research building, Block 33/34 parking garage, and the cancer outpatient building. These construction projects, which could occur concurrently, were identified as resulting in a significant cumulative impact on the noise environment in the site vicinity, largely as a result of pile driving activities. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to this already identified cumulative impact, either through compounding the extent and/or magnitude of construction noise in the project vicinity or through extending the duration of construction noise in the project vicinity. UCSF development located at Block 25B (across Third Street) is scheduled for construction in 2023. Additionally, the Cancer Outpatient Building is scheduled for construction starting 2018. Consequently, both of these cumulative projects would occur after completion of proposed project construction and would not combine with the proposed project in a cumulative construction noise impact.


The Uber/ARE project on Blocks 26/27 is estimated to start construction by the end of 2015, and construction could be concurrent with the proposed project. This project is immediately north of the project site, across South Street, and immediately across Third Street from the nearest sensitive receptor to the project site, the UCSF Mission Bay housing at Hearst Tower. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to cumulative construction noise from this adjacent project. 


Additionally, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and development of Bayfront Park, both directly east of the project site are expected to be completed by the time the proposed project is in operation. Therefore, construction activities associated with the roadway realignment and park would likely overlap with construction of the proposed project, further contributing to cumulative construction noise. Thus, even though construction noise generated by the proposed project alone would not result in a significant noise impact, the proposed project's contribution to the cumulative noise impact from overlapping construction activities in the immediate project vicinity could be cumulatively considerable, and a potentially significant impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1, Construction Noise Control Measures, would reduce the project's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. Given that this measure would implement construction-related noise control measures for a project that does not include impact pile-driving, which was the principal activity and focus of the significant and unavoidable finding of the UCSF LRDP EIR, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project's construction noise impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures.


Contractors shall employ site-specific noise attenuation measures during construction to reduce the generation of construction noise. These measures shall be included in a Noise Control Plan that shall be submitted for review and approval by the OCII or its designated representative to ensure that construction noise is reduced to the degree feasible. Measures specified in the Noise Control Plan and implemented during project construction shall include, at a minimum, the following noise control strategies:


	Equipment and trucks used for construction shall use the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds). 


	Construction equipment with lower noise emission ratings shall be used whenever possible, particularly for air compressors.


	Sound‐control devices no less effective than those provided by the manufacturer shall be provided on all construction equipment.


	Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible; this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures, such as use of drills rather than impact tools, shall be used where feasible.


	Stationary noise sources such as material stockpiles and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as possible. 


	Enclosures and mufflers for stationary equipment shall be provided, impact tools shall be shrouded or shielded, and barriers shall be installed around particularly noisy activities at the construction sites so that the line of sight between the construction activities and nearby sensitive receptor locations is blocked to the extent feasible.


	Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be prohibited.


	Construction‐related vehicles and equipment shall be required to use designated truck routes to travel to and from the project sites as determined with consultation with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction (see Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates). 


	The project sponsor shall designate a point of contact to respond to noise complaints. The point of contact must have the authority to modify construction noise‐generating activities to ensure compliance with the measures above and with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not contain an analysis of cumulative construction noise impacts per se, although as a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the construction noise impact of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan as a whole, covering development throughout an area over 300 acres in size, which is essentially a cumulative analysis. As described above in Impact NO-1, the FSEIR identified construction-related noise impacts as less than significant with mitigation to address noise from impact pile driving. Consequently, the cumulative construction noise analysis for the proposed project would have the same significance conclusions as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impact than previously identified. 


_________________________


Impact C-NO-2: Operation of the proposed project when considered with other cumulative development would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Operational noise impacts of the proposed project would primarily result from increased traffic on the local roadway network. Cumulative plus project traffic data were used to estimate the cumulative operational noise increases shown in Table 5.3-11. Significant cumulative increases in ambient roadside noise levels are predicted to occur at three of the six road segments analyzed.


While cumulative noise levels are predicted to increase by 3 dBA or more along Third Street, as can be seen from Table 5.3-10, the project contribution to this increase is less than 1.5 dBA which would not be considered a cumulatively considerable contribution, based on FICON guidance for transportation noise which indicates that noise increases of 1.5 dBA warrant further analysis. Therefore, this cumulative increase along Third Street is not a cumulative noise increase of the proposed project. 


However, a significant cumulative noise increase would occur along Illinois Street during weekday convention events and Saturday basketball events. Additionally, cumulative noise levels along Mariposa Street during Saturday basketball events would increase by more than 5 dBA with the project contributing more than 1.5 dBA of this increase. This would result in a cumulatively considerable noise impact of the proposed project. Noise from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform across from Hearst Tower following the end of events would also contribute to cumulative, long-term increases in noise levels.


Operation of the proposed project would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Cumulative increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)
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Table 5.3-11
Modeled cumulative Traffic Noise Levels 


			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Convention Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			69.1


			71.8


			72.2


			0.4


			3.1


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.8


			<0.1


			1.9


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			65.8


			3.3


			5.5


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			61.9


			<0.1


			2.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			68.2


			1.0


			1.8


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			68.0


			0.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			71.8


			72.1


			0.3


			3.0


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.9


			0.1


			2.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			64.8


			2.3


			4.5


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			62.0


			0.1


			2.2


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			67.9


			0.7


			1.5


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			67.8


			0.7


			2.3


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.5


			68.9


			1.4


			4.2


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street


			65.1


			67.3


			67.5


			0.2


			2.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			57.8


			62.7


			4.9


			8.0


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			58.2


			58.5


			0.3


			4.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			62.4


			64.6


			0.2


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.7


			65.9


			3.2


			5.5


			Yes











NOTES:	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 30 or 35 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. The incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3 dBA with an ambient noise environment greater than 65 dBA.





a	Although a cumulative noise impact would occur along Third Street, because the projects would contribute less than 1.5 dBA to this increase, the projects contribution is not considered cumulatively considerable.





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact C-NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Traffic noise increases were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as less than significant and no mitigation was required. Consequently, the significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic noise impact identified in Impact C-NO-2 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the 1998 FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and Mariposa Street.


_________________________


Impact C-NO-3: Occupants of the proposed project would not be substantially affected by noise from future operations of the helipad at the adjacent UCSF Hospital. (Less than Significant)


Beginning in 2015, the UCSF Medical Center began operating a helipad that has occasional helicopter operations. Because helicopter overflights would be isolated occurrences, their single event instantaneous noise level would be of brief duration and would be greater than ambient noise levels noise contributions, with a maximum noise level of 85 dBA expected (based on a 95 dB single event noise exposure level[footnoteRef:28]). The relative infrequency and acoustical nature of a helicopter overflight noise varies distinctly from traffic generation and other steady-state project noise sources such that the summing of the acoustical energy of ambient noise and helicopter operations is not a meaningful cumulative analysis. In other words, during the brief periods of helicopter overflight, helicopter noise will dominate over the ambient noise levels, rendering the cumulative contribution of other ambient sources insignificant. Therefore, future helicopter noise is assessed as an isolated event. [28: 	The single event noise exposure level, or SENEL is a noise metric that normalizes the sound energy of a single event such as an aircraft fly-over over the period when the sound level is within 10 dB of the Lmax. As stated on Page 19 of the cited report (UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009), the SENEL is typically 10 dB higher than the Lmax for aircraft noise., ] 



Noise modeling for helicopter operations at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay was presented as part of the Final EIR, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.[footnoteRef:29] This modeling indicated that the 65 dB CNEL[footnoteRef:30] noise contour during average day and busy-day helicopter operations extends to the east across Third Street, but does not include the project site. Because the event center, office and retail land uses proposed by the project are not considered noise sensitive land uses and because the 65 dB CNEL contour does not extend onto the project site, the cumulative noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant. [29:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009.]  [30: 	CNEL is roughly equivalent to DNL, usually within 1 dBA] 



Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


An addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared in 2008 that addressed the noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad. This analysis only identified operational noise impacts to residential areas to the south and east of the hospital helipad and mitigation measures were identified to address these impacts. However, the residual noise impact, after mitigation, was determined to be significant and unavoidable for residential uses. The proposed project would not include residential or other noise sensitive land uses, so there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impacts from what were disclosed in the FSEIR and associated addenda.
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To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); 'Joyce'; Paul Mitchell
Cc: 'WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com'; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; 'Clarke Miller'
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part II
 
Please see additional comments at links below.


 
·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)


 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently
broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
 


·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this


section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:dkelly@warriors.com

https://www.dropbox.com/s/luqugsykt91t7j5/%213_Project%20Description_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_StradaComment%2BGSWComment%2BGDCComment%2BRMMComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/ewmfvrhmgekw34i/%215-06_Wind%20and%20Shadows_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.docx?dl=0

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:dkelly@warriors.com

https://www.dropbox.com/s/9r8me61vzksbyg1/%21_Cover_GSWComment.pdf?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/7tc45v50wj2tsnt/%21_Title%20page_GSWComment.pdf?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/e6kd4wxph2p13xf/%210_TOC_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_to%20be%20updated_GSWComment%2BRMMComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/ywvuh7ttngj4e6m/%212_Introduction_%20GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GDCComment%2BGSWComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/xkchm2qvm0obwm2/%218_Report%20Preparers_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/fvcabsbw6kx2o80/%215-05_GHG_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment%2BRMMComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/5ejszk1m9z9zgtv/%21GSW_GHG_Checklist_DRAFT_042815_GSWComment.doc?dl=0





More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 



mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014






From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Hamalian, Seth"
Subject: RE: Confirming we"re on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 1:21:00 PM


Back to a turkey sandwich since the electricity ended up going out there (explained why they were
cut off when I called).  Got a cookie. 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Hamalian, Seth [mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 12:21 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
That sounds good, and good for me, so thank you!
 
Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone.
From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 12:18 PM
To: Hamalian, Seth
Subject: RE: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
I am getting you a fried chicken and kale salad.  Hope that is ok.  This is what comes of me being
cranky – I make unilateral decisions!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 



mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





From: Hamalian, Seth [mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:37 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
That would be great if not too much trouble for you - always good with a turkey sandwich. 
 
Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone.
From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:32 AM
To: Hamalian, Seth
Subject: RE: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
Need lunch brought in?
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Hamalian, Seth" <SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com> 
Date: 05/11/2015 11:08 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?


Got it, totally understandable.  Ok, well don't hesitate to ask for help, and I'll see you in a
couple of hours.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:55 AM
To: Hamalian, Seth
Subject: RE: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
Thanks, but no actual reason for crankiness.  Have a feeling this may just be how I am for the next
three weeks.  Just too much stuff and I am not focused to figure out #1 what I need to get done and
#2 how to do it.  Will try to get things under control this week.  Last week was a lost due to GSW (but
that sums up the last year).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 



mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com

mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Hamalian, Seth [mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:53 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
I was planning on coming in in person, but now you have me second guessing that decision :)
 
Yes, I will be there in person unless you advise otherwise.  Is there anything I can do to help
on the source of crankiness?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:46 AM
To: Hamalian, Seth
Subject: RE: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
Yes – I am planning on attending.  Will warn I am amazingly cranky today – hoping to get past that by
then (or at least be able to keep my commentary to myself).  Will you be here in person?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Hamalian, Seth [mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:34 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
Just checking in to make sure this is still on.
 
Thanks,
 
Seth



mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com






From: Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW ads
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 12:41:25 PM


Hi Chris,
 
I will be on vacation starting 5/28 and won’t be back until 6/17.  I will place the ad that we published
last week in the “I” drive so that Monica can access the information while I’m gone.  I will go over
the procedure with her before I leave.
 
Virna
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 11:40 AM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC)
Subject: GSW ads
 
Hi Brett and Virna,
Just a heads up that we will need to publish 2 more ads for the Warriors DSEIR in a few weeks as
follows:


·         Monday June 1 – AB900 Certification (same 5 page ad that we ran last week)
·         Monday June 3 – NOA of Draft SEIR


 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=B09A6AAF4C764E08973C0A3DC03996B7-VIRNALIZA BYRD

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/






From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35:38 PM
Attachments: image002.png


Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency’s sake. They’ll be
able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project


d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You’re correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project’s Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I’d
guess the northeast stairs are 20’ and the southeast stairs are 25’. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.
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2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.


4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I’ll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project
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e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).


3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108


415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
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<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,


Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels


2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I’m told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward them as soon as we get them.


We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I’ll pass along an update as
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soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>
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From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft SEIR 2, Part 2
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:02:26 AM
Attachments: image001.png


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


Hi-
I thought we were going to remove the GHG table and instead provide a narrative of all the “green”
features of the project, discuss AB 900 and provide a consistency determination?  Is that still the
case, or should I review the GHG checklist?
 
On another note, I am going to review the GHG section as well in light of some of the comments
we’ve received from 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
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


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


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 4:41 PM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft SEIR 2, Part 2
 
Here’s the AQ Appendix and the GHG Checklist.
I:\Cases\2012\2012.0718 - Warriors Arena\DEIR\Screencheck\Appendices\2_Appendix AQ_Air
Quality.pdf
I:\Cases\2012\2012.0718 - Warriors Arena\DEIR\Screencheck\Word
Clean\GSW_GHG_Checklist_DRAFT_042815.doc
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 4:37 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de
Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Murphy,
Mary G.; Sekhri, Neil; 'bsaltsman@gibsondunn.com'; Jones, Sarah (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; Jose Farran; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce; Karl Heisler; Jonathan
Carey; Mary
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft SEIR 2, Part 2
 
 
 
 All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


·         a copy of the Administrative Draft SEIR 2, Part 2 for the proposed Event Center and Mixed-
Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, including the following:


Chapter/Section Topic Format
Draft EIR Reference Greenhouse Gas Emission


Checklist
WORD (with track changes)


Appendix AQ Air Quality Supporting
Information


PDF (complete)


 
 


·         The GHG checklist is in draft form, and requires additional input from the sponsor (see
transit impact development fee).


·         The following remaining SEIR sections are being finalized and will be submitted shortly:
-   5.2 Transportation, including the new helipad analysis
-   7 Alternatives
-   Appendix TR, Transportation appendix


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft SEIR 1B, Part 1 and submit any
comments directly to me on or before Wednesday, May 13, 2015.  Given the extremely
tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
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Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM);


Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part IV
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:53:49 PM
Attachments: image001.png


5-03_Noise_GSW MB ADSEIR2_GSW comments v2.docx


Final comments from GSW. Please replace my earlier submittal for Noise with the attached
document which merges multiple GSW comments on this chapter.
Thanks,
Clarke
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 8:42 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri,
Neil; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part III
 
Final comments available at links below:
 


·         Air Quality
o    No additional comments on the AQ technical appendix
o    (Note GDC may choose to submit additional comments to this document as


necessary)
·         Summary
·         Plans & Policies
·         Overview (minor comments)
·         Other CEQA Issues (minor comments)
·         Appendix MIT (NO COMMENT)


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


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50 PM
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5.3 Noise and Vibration


[bookmark: _Toc410050837]Noise and Vibration


[bookmark: _Toc410050838]Introduction


This section describes the existing noise environment in the project area and identifies the potential for noise and vibration associated with implementation of the proposed project to adversely affect established sensitive land uses or land use activities. The impact analysis evaluates the potential noise and vibration impacts of the proposed project and identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts.


[bookmark: _Toc410050839]Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Noise Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The noise setting for the Mission Bay area discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR differs from the existing setting today primarily in terms of the number of noise sources that exist in the area. Specifically, at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR much of the Mission Bay area was underdeveloped. Since 1998, the development of the UCSF Mission Bay campus, AT&T Park and residential towers in North Mission Bay have introduced new noise sources to the area, particularly vehicle traffic. Additionally, the Muni Third Street light rail line has been constructed which is a new noise source along that corridor in front of the project site. 


Another aspect of the noise setting that has changed since adoption of the 1998 SEIR is the number of noise sensitive uses that now exist in the Mission Bay area. In 1998 the Mission Bay area was developed primarily with industrial uses. Since that time residential uses have been developed including residential housing at the UCSF Mission Bay campus as well as in the north Mission Bay area. There have been no significant changes to the regulatory environment with regard to noise since certification of the 1998 FSEIR.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Noise impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included all of the Mission Bay plan area, including Blocks 29-32. The construction noise impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR for standard construction equipment. Noise from pile driving was identified as a significant impact mitigated to less than significant with Mitigation Measure G.1 to implement noise-reducing pile driving techniques. 


The construction vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR. Although the analysis acknowledged the potential existence of noise sensitive equipment in the area, it was determined that vibration from pile driving did not represent a physical impact on people or the environment, and was therefore less than significant under CEQA. A potential operational vibration impact was identified for the westernmost block of North Mission Bay due to proximity to the Caltrain tracks, which was mitigated to a less than significant level by implementation of Mitigation Measure G.2 to assess vibration levels and, if necessary, employ vibration-reducing foundation construction techniques for structure in that block.


Amplified sound was addressed in the 1998 FSEIR with respect to concert events at the San Francisco Giants ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation (implementation of a plan that limits concert events per year and limits the noise generated by these events to a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient levels) that was identified in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR. 


Traffic noise increases were identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR and no mitigation measures were required. Crowd noise from the Giants ballpark such as applause and cheering was assessed in combination with concert noise and found to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures were required for that impact.


[bookmark: _Toc410050840]Setting


Noise Background


Sound is characterized by various parameters that describe the rate of oscillation (frequency) of sound waves, the distance between successive troughs or crests in the wave, the speed that it travels, and the pressure level or energy content of a given sound. The sound pressure level has become the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient sound, and the decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound intensity. Because sound can vary in intensity by over one million times within the range of human hearing, a logarithmic loudness scale is used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and manageable level. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound frequencies within the entire spectrum, human response is factored into sound descriptions in a process called “A-weighting,” expressed as “dBA.” The dBA, or Aweighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement that approximates the range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of different frequencies. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing extends from about 0 dBA to about 140 dBA. An increase of 10-dBA in the level of a continuous noise represents a perceived doubling of loudness. The noise levels presented herein are expressed in terms of dBA, unless otherwise indicated. Table 5.3-1 shows some representative noise sources and their corresponding noise levels in dBA.[footnoteRef:2] [2: 	United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), The Noise Guidebook, 1985, http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/environment/training/guidebooks/noise; divided into chapters with Chapter 1 at http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=DOC_16414.pdf, accessed October 14, 2014.] 



Planning for acceptable noise exposure must take into account the types of activities and corresponding noise sensitivity in a specified location for a generalized land use type. Some general guidelines are as follows: sleep disturbance can occur at levels above 35 dBA; interference with human speech begins at about 60 dBA; and hearing damage can result from prolonged exposure to noise levels in excess of 85 to 90 dBA.[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	United States Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, March 1974, http://www.fican.org/pdf/
EPA_Noise_Levels_Safety_1974.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 
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Table 5.3-1
Typical Sound Levels Measured in the Environment


			Examples of Common, 
Easily Recognized Sounds


			Decibels (dBA)
at 50 feet


			Subjective
Evaluations





			Near Jet Engine


			140


			Deafening





			Threshold of Pain (Discomfort)


			130


			





			Threshold of Feeling – Hard Rock Band


			120


			





			Accelerating Motorcycle (at a few feet away)


			110


			





			Loud Horn (at 10 feet away)


			100


			Very Loud





			Noisy Urban Street


			90


			





			Noisy Factory


			85


			





			School Cafeteria with Untreated Surfaces


			80


			Loud





			Near Freeway Auto Traffic


			60


			Moderate





			Average Office


			50


			





			Soft Radio Music in Apartment


			40


			Faint





			Average Residence Without Stereo Playing


			30


			





			Average Whisper


			20


			Very Faint





			Rustle of Leaves in Wind


			10


			





			Human Breathing


			5


			





			Threshold of Audibility


			0


			











NOTE: Continuous exposure above 85 dBA is likely to degrade the hearing of most people. Range of speech is 50 to 70 dBA.





SOURCE: United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, The Noise Guidebook, 1985.








Attenuation of Noise


Line sources of noise, such as roadway traffic, attenuate (lessen) at a rate of 3.0 to 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equation for cylindrical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. 


Point sources of noise,[footnoteRef:4] including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles or onsite construction equipment, attenuate at a rate of 6.0 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equations for spherical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that noise from line and point sources to a distance of 200 feet attenuates at rates of between 3.0 and 6.0 dBA per doubling of distance, and the noise from line and point sources at a distance greater than 200 feet attenuates at a rate of 4.5 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance, to account for the absorption of noise waves due to ground surfaces such as soft dirt, grass, bushes, and intervening structures.[footnoteRef:5] [4: 	Point sources and line sources are further defined by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as follows:
Sound from a small localized source (approximating a "point" source) radiates uniformly outward as it travels away from the source in a spherical pattern. The sound level attenuates or drops off at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of the distance (6 dBA/DD). This decrease, due to the geometric spreading of the energy over an ever increasing area, is referred to as the inverse square law. However, highway traffic noise is not a single, stationary point source of sound. The movement of the vehicles makes the source of the sound appear to emanate from a line (line source) rather than a point when viewed over some time interval. This results in cylindrical spreading rather than the spherical spreading of a point source. (Source: Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009.)]  [5: 	California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/tens_complete2009RedlineScreenProcess.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 



Noise Descriptors


Time variations in noise exposure are typically expressed in terms of a steady-state energy level (Leq) that represents the acoustical energy of a given measurement. Leq is used to describe noise over a specified period of time, in terms of a single numerical value. The Leq is the constant sound level that would contain the same acoustic energy as the varying sound level, during the same time period (i.e., the average noise exposure level for the given time period).The L90 is also a noise metric that can be used to describe existing ambient noise levels. Because community receptors are more sensitive to unwanted noise intrusion during the evening and at night, state law requires that, for planning purposes, an artificial dBA increment be added to “quiet time” noise levels to form a 24hour noise descriptor called the day-night noise level (DNL). DNL adds a 10dBA penalty during the night hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). The maximum noise level (Lmax) is the maximum instantaneous noise level measured during the measurement period of interest.


Health Effects of Environmental Noise


The World Health Organization (WHO) is perhaps the best source of current knowledge regarding the health effects of noise impacts because European nations have continued to study noise and its health effects, while the United States Environmental Protection Agency all but eliminated its noise investigation and control program in the 1970s.[footnoteRef:6] According to WHO, sleep disturbance can occur when continuous indoor noise levels exceed 30 dBA or when intermittent interior noise levels reach 45 dBA, particularly if background noise is low. With a bedroom window slightly open (a reduction from outside to inside of 15 dB), the WHO criteria suggest that exterior continuous (ambient) nighttime noise levels should be 45 dBA or below, and short-term events should not generate noise in excess of 60 dBA. WHO also notes that maintaining noise levels within the recommended levels during the first part of the night is believed to be effective for the ability of people to initially fall asleep.[footnoteRef:7] [6: 	The San Francisco General Plan Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise, presented below in Figure 5.3-2, were created during the same era.]  [7: 	World Health Organization, Guidelines for Community Noise, Geneva, 1999, http://www.who.int/ docstore/peh/noise/guidelines2.html, accessed July 9, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2007.0903E.] 



Other potential health effects of noise identified by WHO include decreased performance for complex cognitive tasks, such as reading, attention span, problem solving, and memorization; physiological effects such as hypertension and heart disease (after many years of constant exposure, often by workers, to high noise levels); and hearing impairment (again, generally after long-term occupational exposure, although shorter-term exposure to very high noise levels, for example, exposure several times a year to concert noise at 100 dBA, can also damage hearing). Finally, noise can cause annoyance and can trigger emotional reactions like anger, depression, and anxiety. WHO reports that, during daytime hours, few people are seriously annoyed by activities with noise levels below 55 dBA or moderately annoyed with noise levels below 50 dBA.


Vehicle traffic and continuous sources of machinery and mechanical noise contribute to ambient noise levels. Short-term noise sources, such as truck backup beepers, the crashing of material being loaded or unloaded, car doors slamming, and engines revving outside a nightclub, contribute very little to 24-hour noise levels but are capable of causing sleep disturbance and severe annoyance. The importance of noise to receptors depends on both time and context. For example, long-term high noise levels from large traffic volumes can make conversation at a normal voice level difficult or impossible, while short-term peak noise levels, if they occur at night, can disturb sleep.


Existing Noise Environment


Long-term environmental noise in urbanized areas is primarily dependent on vehicle traffic volumes and the mix of vehicle types. The existing ambient noise environment within the project area is dominated by vehicular traffic on Third Street and 16th Street. The San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) operated light rail service along Third Street contributes to the local noise environment. Sporting events and occasional outdoor concerts at AT&T Park totaling more than 82 events per year generate vehicle traffic that is routed south along Third Street, Illinois Street (south of Mariposa Street), and Terry A. Francois Boulevard in the area, resulting in increased periods of traffic-related noise before and particularly after events. Additionally, the newly operational UCSF Hospital, southwest of the project site on Third Street operates a helipad to accept transfers of critically ill persons from community hospitals to UCSF for the medical care. Neither the Muni light rail nor the AT&T Park were in operation at the time of certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, although both were discussed in the cumulative noise analysis.


The San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) has mapped transportation noise throughout the City and County of San Francisco, based on modeled baseline traffic volumes derived from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority travel demand model.[footnoteRef:8] DPH maps indicate the areas subject to noise levels over 60 dBA (DNL) and the range of DNL noise levels that occur on every street in San Francisco. The portions of these maps that cover the project area indicate that areas nearest Third Street between Channel Street and 16th Street experience roadway noise levels in excess of 70 dBA (DNL), while noise levels along Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street are generally between 65 and 70 dBA (DNL). [8: 	San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), San Francisco City-wide Noise Map, August 2006, Available online at http://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/ehsPublsdocs/Noise/noisemap2.pdf Accessed April 30, 2013. ] 



Ambient Noise Measurements


Ambient long-term (24-hour) and short-term (15-minute) noise measurement data were collected in October of 2014 and April of 2015 in the project area to characterize noise conditions at locations in the project area; noise measurement locations are shown in Figure 5.3-1. To characterize ambient noise in the project area, short-term measurement data were collected at locations where residential and hospital land uses exist near the project site (Madrone Mission Bay residential towers on Mission Bay Boulevard North; and the new UCSF hospital southwest of the project site on Third Street), as described in Table 5.3-2. Long-term noise data were collected for the residential land use nearest the project site—the UCSF housing development (Hearst Tower)—located northwest of the project site on Third Street, and are presented in Table 5.3-3.


[bookmark: _Toc410050604]Table 5.3-2
Short-Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Time	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Is there a reason these times were selected? Do they reflect typical noise levels, etc.?  Drop explanatory footnote.


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Hourly Leq


			L90


			Lmax





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			3:10- 3:35 p.m.


			70.1


			59


			88.9





			2.	UCSF Hospital 560 feet southwest of the Project site


			8:56 – 9:11 a.m.


			67.0


			61


			81.2











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level; Lmax is the maximum noise level.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014, 2015.








[bookmark: _Toc410050605]Table 5.3-3
Long- Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Day-Night Noise level (DNL)


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Daytime hourly average Leq


			Daytime hourly average L90


			Nighttime hourly average Leq


			Nighttime hourly average L90





			3a.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
No Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site 


			75


			71


			61


			68


			55





			3b.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
With Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site


			75


			71


			61


			68


			56











NOTE:	See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Nighttime noise levels represented are for the hours between 10:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. as the hours most likely to be affected by crowd egress from future events.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.








The long term measurements were collected over a two-day period reflecting conditions both with and without a San Francisco Giants baseball game occurring at AT&T Park. As indicated in Table 5.3-3, the occurrence of the SF Giants game did not meaningfully affect the noise levels averaged over the 15 daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) or the 9 nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Data indicate that the SF Giants game traffic predominantly affects the hour after the 



Figure 5.3-1
Noise Measurement Locations



end of the game by increasing noise levels approximately 2.9 dBA, while noise levels for the hours prior to the game are not noticeably increased.


Vibration Background


Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Several different methods are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV is most frequently used to describe physical vibration impacts on buildings. Typically, groundborne vibration generated by human activities attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. Sensitive receptors to vibration include people (especially residents, the elderly, and sick people), structures (especially older masonry structures), and vibration-sensitive equipment.


Another useful vibration descriptor is known as vibration decibels or VdBs. VdBs are generally used when evaluating human response to vibration, as opposed to structural damage (for which PPV is the more commonly used descriptor). Vibration decibels are established relative to a reference quantity, typically 1 x 10-6 inches per second.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006. ] 



Sources of vibration in the project area primarily consist of Muni streetcars traveling along Third Street. Most motor vehicles and trucks have independent suspension systems that substantially reduce if not eliminate vibration generation, barring discontinuities in the roadway.


Sensitive Receptors


Sensitive receptors for noise are generally considered to include hospitals, nursing homes, senior citizen centers, schools, churches, libraries, and residences. The sensitive receptors nearest to the project site are residential and hospital uses, as identified in Table 5.3-4. The nearest library to the project site is 1,300 feet away on Owens Street; the nearest church is 3,100 feet away, and the closest school (El-Hi) is 2,800 feet away. The future Mission Bay school site is 1,900 feet away. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050606]Table 5.3-4
Sensitive Noise Receptors in the Project Area


			Receptor Type 


			Distance from Project Area 





			Residential: UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 (Hearst Tower)


			200 feet northwest





			Residential: Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers


			800 feet to the north, on Mission Bay Boulevard North





			UCSF Hospital: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital facility at Mission Bay, plus the UCSF Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital and the UCSF Bakar Cancer Hospital


			560 feet to the southwest of the proposed Project











SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.
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Federal Regulations


HUD Noise Abatement and Control


The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) environmental noise regulations are set forth in 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B, Noise Abatement and Control. According to the regulations, “It is HUD’s general policy to provide minimum national standards applicable to HUD programs to protect citizens against excessive noise in their communities and places of residence.”[footnoteRef:10] These regulations include criteria for assessing whether a HUD project is suitable for a particular site, given the background noise levels. HUD has defined the suitability of a site for new housing construction based on existing noise levels as follows:  [10: 	HUD, Noise Abatement and Control, 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B. ] 



· Acceptable—65 dB day-night average sound level (DNL) or less; 


· Normally unacceptable—Exceeding 65 dB DNL but not exceeding 75 dB DNL; and 


· Unacceptable—Exceeding 75 dB DNL.


The HUD regulations also include a goal (not a standard) that interior noise levels not exceed 45 dB DNL.[footnoteRef:11] Sound attenuating features such as barriers or sound attenuating building materials shall be used to achieve the interior noise goal where feasible. Standard building construction generally provides 20 dB DNL of sound attenuation; therefore, if the exterior noise environment is classified as “acceptable,” according to HUD standards, the interior noise environment should not exceed 45 dB DNL. The HUD regulations also encourage the use of quieter construction equipment and methods.[footnoteRef:12] [11: 	24 CFR, Section 51.103(c)]  [12: 	24 CFR, Section 51.101(7)] 



Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) develops noise exposure maps that use average annual DNL noise contours around the airport as the primary noise descriptor. The FAA states that all land uses are considered compatible when aircraft noise effects are less than 65 decibels (dB) DNL. San Francisco International Airport is approximately seven miles south, and Oakland International Airport is approximately nine miles east, of the project site. The project site is outside the 55 dB CNEL noise contour of both airports.[footnoteRef:13] [13: 	San Francisco International Airport, Aircraft Noise Abatement Office, Mapping Tools, Internet Web Site: http://www.flyquietsfo.com/mapping_tools.asp, Accessed July 9, 2013, and Oakland International Airport, Fourth Quarter 2008 Noise Contours. Internet website: http://www2.oaklandairport.com/noise/pdfs/
2008_Annual_Noise_Contour_Map.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013, March 2009.] 







State Regulations


State regulations include requirements for the construction of new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings that are intended to limit the extent of noise transmitted into habitable spaces. These requirements are collectively known as the California Noise Insulation Standards and are found in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.


The State of California updated its Building Code requirements with respect to sound transmission, effective January 2014. Section 1207 of the California Building Code (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) establishes material requirements in terms of sound transmission class (STC) [footnoteRef:14] rating of 50 for all common interior walls and floor/ceiling assemblies between adjacent dwelling units or between dwelling units and adjacent public area. The previous code requirements (before 2014) set an interior performance standard of 45 dBA from exterior noise sources. This requirement will be re-instated in July of 2015. [14: 	The STC is used as a measure of a materials ability to reduce sound. The STC is equal to the number of decibels a sound is reduced as it passes through a material. ] 



Local Regulations


San Francisco General Plan


Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise


The Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan contains Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise.[footnoteRef:15] These guidelines, which are similar to but differ somewhat from state guidelines promulgated by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, indicate maximum acceptable exterior noise levels for various newly developed land uses. The City’s guidelines, which are presented in Figure 5.3-2, indicate exterior noise levels that might be inappropriate for sensitive land uses and would therefore require additional noise insulation considerations beyond standard practices. Though this figure presents a range of noise levels that are considered compatible or incompatible with various land uses, the maximum “satisfactory” noise level is 60 dBA (DNL) for residential and hotel uses; 65 dBA (DNL) for school classrooms, libraries, churches, and hospitals; 70 dBA (DNL) for playgrounds, parks, office buildings, retail commercial uses, and noise-sensitive manufacturing/communications uses; and 77 dBA for other commercial uses such as wholesale, some retail, industrial/manufacturing, transportation, communications, and utilities. If these uses are proposed to be located in areas with noise levels that exceed these guidelines, a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements will normally be necessary prior to final review and approval.  [15: 	City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, adopted on June 27, 1996, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/index.htm, accessed July 9, 2013.] 
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Noise-Related Policies


The following policies of the San Francisco General Plan Environmental Protection Element that relate to noise issues are relevant to the proposed project:


Policy 10.1: Promote site planning, building orientation and design and interior layout that will lessen noise intrusion. Because sound levels drop as distance from the source increases, building setbacks can play an important role in reducing noise for the building occupants. Buildings sited with their narrower dimensions facing the noise source and sited to shield or be shielded by other buildings also help reduce noise intrusion. Although walls with no windows or small windows cut down on noise from exterior sources, in most cases it would not be feasible or desirable to eliminate wall openings. However, interior layout can achieve similar results by locating rooms whose use require more quiet, such as bedrooms, away from the street noise.


Policy 10.2: Promote the incorporation of noise insulation materials in new construction. State-imposed noise insulation standards apply to all new residential structures except detached single-family dwellings. Protection against exterior noise and noise within a building is also important in many nonresidential structures. Builders should be encouraged to take into account prevailing noise levels and to include noise insulation materials as needed to provide adequate insulation.


Policy 11.1: Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds the noise compatibility guidelines for that use. New development should be examined to determine whether background and/or thoroughfare noise level of the site is consistent with the guidelines for the proposed use. If the noise levels for the development site….exceed the sound level guidelines established for that use, as shown in the accompanying land use compatibility chart, then either needed noise insulation features should be incorporated in the design or else the construction or development should not be undertaken. 


Policy 11.3: Locate new noise-generating development so that the noise impact is reduced. Developments which will bring appreciable traffic into or through noise-sensitive areas should be discouraged, if there are appropriate alternative locations where the noise impact would be less. For those activities—such as a hospital—that need a quiet environment, yet themselves generate considerable traffic, the proper location presents a dilemma. In those cases, the new development should locate where this traffic will not present a problem and, if necessary, incorporate the proper noise insulation.


San Francisco Noise Ordinance


In San Francisco, regulation of noise is stipulated in Article 29 of the Police Code (Regulation of Noise), which states that the City’s policy is to prohibit unnecessary, excessive, and offensive noises from all sources subject to police power. Sections 2907 and 2908 of Article 29 regulate construction equipment and construction work at night, while Section 2909 provides for limits on stationary-source noise from machinery and equipment. Sections 2907 and 2908 are enforced by the Department of Building Inspection, and Section 2909 is enforced by the Department of Public Health. Summaries of these and other relevant sections are presented below.


Sections Regulating Construction Noise


Sections 2907(a) and (b) of the Police Code state that it shall be unlawful for any person, including the City and County of San Francisco, to operate any powered construction equipment, regardless of age or date of acquisition, if the operation of such equipment emits noise at a level in excess of 80 dBA when measured at a distance of 100 feet from such equipment, or an equivalent sound level at some other convenient distance. Exemptions from this requirement include:


· Impact tools and equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation; and


· Pavement breakers and jackhammers equipped with acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation.


Section 2908 prohibits any person, between the hours of 8:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, from erecting, constructing, demolishing, excavating for, altering, or repairing any building or structure if the noise level created is in excess of the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the nearest property line unless a special permit has been applied for and granted by the Director of Public Works.


Sections Regulating Operational Noise


Section 2909 establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. For example, the noise limits for commercial and industrial properties (Section 2909(b)) provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. If the noise generated from commercial and industrial properties is generated from a licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission, such use shall not produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBC[footnoteRef:16] above the local ambient level at the property plane in addition to the 8 dBA standard. [16: 	C-weighted decibels include low-frequency sounds that are more common to amplified sound/concerts. ] 



For noise generated by residential properties, the noise limits are 5 dBA above the ambient level at any point outside of the property plane of a residential use. The noise limits for public property provide that no person shall produce a noise level more than 10 dBA above the local ambient level at a distance of 25 feet or more on public property. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. None of the noise limits set forth in this section apply to activity for which the City and County of San Francisco has issued a permit that contains noise limit provisions that are different from those set forth in this article. Additionally, the Directors of Public Health, Public Works, or Building Inspection, or the Entertainment Commission, or the Chief of Police may grant variances to noise regulations, over which they have jurisdiction pursuant to Section 2916.


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise, within the City and County of San Francisco and consists of the following regulations:


1. The only sounds permitted are music or human speech.


2. Hours of operation permitted shall be between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.; operation after 10:00 p.m. is permitted only at the location of a public event or affair of general public interest or as otherwise permitted by the Entertainment Commission. 


3. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission, sound shall not be issued within 450 feet of hospitals, schools, churches, courthouses, public libraries, or mortuaries. 


4. No sound truck with its amplifying device in operation shall traverse any one block in the City and County more than four times in any one calendar day. 


5. Amplified human speech and music shall not be unreasonably loud, raucous, jarring, or disturbing to persons of normal sensitiveness within the area of audibility, nor louder than permitted in Subsections (6) and (7) hereof. 


6. When the sound truck is in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 450 feet from its source; provided, however, that when the sound truck is stopped by traffic, the said sound amplifying equipment shall not be operated for longer than one minute at such a stop. 


7. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission for public gatherings, in all cases where sound amplifying equipment remains at one location or when the sound truck is not in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 250 feet from the periphery of the attendant audience. 


8. No sound amplifying equipment shall be operated unless the axis of the center of any sound reproducing equipment used shall be parallel to the direction of travel of the sound truck; provided, however, that any sound reproducing equipment may be so placed upon said sound truck as to not vary more than 15 degrees on either side of the axis of the center of the direction of travel and, provided further, that radial, nondirectional type of loudspeakers may be used on said sound trucks either alone or in conjunction with sound reproducing equipment placed within 15 degrees of the center line of the direction of travel. 


San Francisco Entertainment Commission Permits


Section 90.1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code establishes the role of the San Francisco Entertainment Commission to regulate, promote and enhance the field of entertainment in San Francisco. The seven-member commission has powers to accept, review, and gather information to conduct hearings for entertainment-related permit applications and rule upon and issue, deny, condition, suspend, revoke or transfer entertainment-related permits in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. Additionally, the Entertainment Commission plans and coordinates the provision of City services for major events for which there is no recognized organizer, promoter, or sponsor.


The Entertainment Commission has permit authority over a variety of different permit types including Place of Entertainment permits, Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker permits, and Limited Live Performance permits. Permit hearings require the applicant to provide proof of neighborhood outreach to the Commission. Such outreach must consist of at least two of four types of outreach: (1) presentation to a neighborhood, community or residential group; (2) presentation to the leadership of a local not-for-profit that deals with community support such as housing, at risk youth, health, or mental services; (3) a petition including an appropriate number of neighbor signatures according to the applicants business address; and/or (4) presentation to a business association if no community organization or not-for-profit exists near the venue.


The Commission has also established a Good Neighbor Policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes the following policies that address noise generation (numbering refers to the numbers listed in the Good Neighbor Policy):


1.	Notices shall be well-lit and prominently displayed at all entrances to and exits from the establishment urging patrons to leave the establishment and neighborhood in a quiet, peaceful and orderly fashion and to please not litter or block driveways in the neighborhood.


2.	Employees of the establishment shall be posted at all entrances and exits to the establishment during the period from 10:00 p.m. to such time past closing that all patrons have left the premises. These employees shall insure that patrons waiting to enter the establishment and those exiting the premises are urged to respect the quiet and cleanliness of the neighborhood as they walk to their parked vehicle or otherwise leave the area.


7.	The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


8.	There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police code section 2900.


9.	The establishment shall implement other conditions and/or management practices necessary to insure that management and/or patrons of the establishments maintain the quiet, safety and cleanliness of the premises and the vicinity of the use, and do not block driveways of neighboring residents or businesses.


10.	Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


11.	Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


13.	In addition, a manager or other responsible person shall answer a cell phone for at least two hours after the close of business to allow for police and emergency personnel or other City personnel to contact that person concerning incidents.


Mission Bay Good Neighbor or Construction Noise Policy


The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy regarding construction noise is a standard policy of the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) that applies to all development within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area. It specifies that:


Pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) shall be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays. Requests for pile driving on Saturdays may be considered on a case-by-case basis by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) with approval at the sole discretion of the OCII Executive Director.


City holidays recognized under this policy include New Years Day, Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Day, President's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Columbus Day, Veterans Day, Thanksgiving Day, the day after Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day.
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Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to noise and vibration if it were to:


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels;


· Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


· Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the noise analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, page 59), which also explains that criteria related to public airports are not applicable to the proposed project and why the proposed project would not be substantially affected by existing noise levels. No further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section. However, the potential impacts of noise from the operation of the private helipad at the UCSF hospital are addressed with regard to potential impacts on the project.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Construction Impact Methodology – Noise


To assess potential short-term construction noise impacts, sensitive receptors and their relative exposure (considering structural barriers and distance) were identified. Combined intermittent noise levels from the simultaneous operation of onsite equipment expected to be used in project construction were estimated based on equipment noise data published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), as shown in Table 5.3-5. The sources assessed were identified by the project sponsor as likely equipment to be used during project construction. The roadway noise construction model of the FHWA was then used to predict noise levels at the nearest receptors during both pile driving activity and non-impact construction activity.
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Typical Noise Levels from Construction Equipment


			Construction Equipment


			Noise Level (dBA, Lmax at 50 feet )





			Dump Truck


			76





			Air Compressor


			78





			Street Sweeper 


			82





			Excavator


			81





			Scraper


			84





			Loader


			79





			Tractor/Dozer


			82





			Rapid Impact Compactora


			90





			Auger Drill Rig


			84





			Crane, Mobile


			81





			Forkliftb


			84





			Concrete saw


			90





			Grout-mixing Plant (pump)


			81





			Grandall Forklift


			83





			Concrete Mixer


			79











SOURCE:	Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User Guide, 2006.





a. From  Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, 2007. 


b. From Ventura County Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan, 2010.








Proposed construction activities would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance and the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy limits pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. As long as project construction activities comply with the noise ordinance, construction noise impacts from non-impact equipment would be considered less than significant. If construction activities using non-impact equipment would exceed these standards and the restrictions of the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, then the noise effects would be potentially significant and mitigation measures would be required. 


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not identify any quantitative noise limit standard for impact equipment. To assess the potential impacts related to rapid impact compaction, this analysis employs the general assessment construction noise assessment methodology and criteria suggested by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).[footnoteRef:17] This guidance identifies a 1-hour Leq of 90 dBA for daytime and 80 dBA for nighttime construction noise exposure at residential uses. Commercial and industrial land use exposure to construction noise of 100 dBA is suggested as an assessment criterion. [17: 	U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.] 



In addition to the above criteria, to determine if the proposed project would result in a substantial temporary increase in noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project, persistent construction equipment noise related to an increase of 10 dBA over the existing noise levels would represent a perceived doubling of loudness and is considered a substantial temporary increase in noise levels warranting implementation of construction noise control measures. Consistent with FTA and FHWA methodology, this increase in construction noise is assessed relative to an hourly Leq and also accounts for equipment percentage uses as inventoried by FHWA.


Construction Impact Methodology –Vibration


Vibration impacts are considered significant if they would either result in levels substantial enough to result in damage to nearby structures or buildings, or result in vibration levels generally accepted as an annoyance to sensitive land uses. Groundborne noise occurs when vibrations transmitted through the ground result in secondary radiation of noise. Groundborne noise is generally associated with transit trains through tunnels and underground blasting activities, neither of which is proposed as part of this project, and therefore, this analysis is focused on groundborne vibration. 


The local regulations of the affected jurisdictions in the project area do not address vibration or provide numerical thresholds for identifying groundborne vibration impacts. In the absence of local regulatory significance thresholds for vibration from construction equipment, this evaluation uses the Caltrans-identified peak particle velocity (PPV) thresholds for adverse human reaction and risk of architectural damage to buildings. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second (in/sec) PPV.[footnoteRef:18] For building damage, the threshold depends on the architectural characteristics of the potentially affected structure (see Table 5.3-6).  [18: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 
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Caltrans Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria 


			Structure Type and Condition


			Transient Vibration Sourcesa


			Continuous Frequent Intermittent Vibration Sourcesb





			


			Maximum Peak Particle Velocity (PPV), 
inches per second (in/sec)





			Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient monuments


			0.12


			0.08





			Fragile buildings


			0.2


			0.1





			Historic and some old buildings


			0.5


			0.25





			Older residential structures


			0.5


			0.3





			New residential structures


			1.0


			0.5





			Modern industrial/commercial buildings


			2.0


			0.5











NOTES: 


a	Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls.


b	Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.





SOURCE: Caltrans, 2013.








Operational Impact Methodology


Operational noise issues evaluated in this section include (1) noise generated by automobile and bus traffic that would occur during typical daily conditions with the project and during event conditions; and (2) compatibility of potential future uses with San Francisco Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise. Traffic noise modeling was completed using the Federal Highway Administration Traffic Noise Model. 


Traffic noise level significance is determined by comparing the increase in noise levels (traffic contribution only) to increments recognized by Caltrans as representing a perceptible increase in noise levels. Additionally, it is widely accepted methodology by both FTA[footnoteRef:19] and the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON)[footnoteRef:20] that thresholds should be more stringent for environments that are already noise impacted. Consequently, for noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 3 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.[footnoteRef:21] [19: 	Ibid.]  [20: 	Federal Interagency Committee on Noise, Federal Agency Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues, August 1992.]  [21: 	Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, September 2013, p. 2-44.] 



Operational noise from non-transportation sources such as egress of patrons from events or sound amplification equipment in common areas are assessed based on noise increases of 8 dBA (for noise generated by commercial uses) over existing ambient (L90) levels and any applicable restrictions of the City’s noise ordinance and Police Code. Although these operational noise increases would be of limited duration, they would be expected to occur throughout the life of the project and are therefore considered permanent changes in noise conditions. 


The proposed project would not introduce new operational vibration sources (e.g., impact equipment, streetcar and rail operations, and blasting activities), and therefore, there would be no operational vibration impacts, and operational vibration is not discussed further.


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Cumulative Construction Impact Methodology


Cumulative construction noise impacts are assessed by review of the cumulative project list for proposed projects that could be constructed at the same time as the proposed project and are within close enough proximity (within 1,000 feet) to make a meaningful contribution to the construction noise impact of the proposed project. An approximation is made of the cumulative construction sound levels based on the Roadway Noise Construction Model and compared to FTA criteria for construction discussed above.


Cumulative Operations Impact Methodology


Cumulative operational noise impacts are assessed by modeling cumulative plus project roadside noise levels and comparing the results with existing modeled roadside noise levels and to Caltrans perceptibility criteria discussed above.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact NO-1: Construction of the proposed project would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. (Less than Significant)


Construction activities for the proposed project are expected to occur over a 26-month period between 2015 and 2017. Construction phases would include demolition, site preparation, excavation and soil stabilization, augering and casting of piles, placement of infrastructure, placement of foundations for structures, and fabrication of structures. Demolition and construction activities would require the use of heavy trucks, material loaders, cranes, concrete saws, and other mobile and stationary construction equipment listed in Table 5.3-5 above. Piles would be cast in place into augured holes and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver.


Other Construction Activities. Soil stabilization of the project site would involve rapid impact compaction. Rapid impact compaction is a ground improvement technique that densifies shallow, loose granular soils, using a hydraulic hammer which repeatedly strikes an impact plate. The energy is transferred to the underlying loose granular soils and rearranges the particles into a denser configuration. The impact locations are typically located on a grid pattern, the spacing of which is determined by the subsurface conditions and foundation loading and geometry.


Other construction activities such as general building construction would be less noise intrusive, involving cranes, forklifts saws, and nail guns. Trucks would be used to off-haul demolition wastes, which would also marginally increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. 


Effect on Sensitive Receptors. Construction noise would be similar in magnitude to existing Leq noise levels along Third Street, but greater than existing Leq noise levels along the waterfront. However, land uses along the waterfront are recreational and are not considered noise-sensitive land uses. Thus, temporary construction noise impacts would not cause substantial increase in noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors; this impact would be less than significant.


Demolition/Mass Excavation. Demolition and mass excavation activities at the project site would involve three excavators, three loaders, three scrapers, and two bulldozers as well as two street sweepers and trucks to off-haul material. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. Table 5.3-7 presents the resultant noise levels at each of the receptors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of excavation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050609]Rapid Impact Compaction. Construction of the proposed project would involve use of rapid impact compaction to stabilize soils on the project site. Up to three tractors with compactor attached could operate at a given time over a 3-month period. Using an estimated noise level of 90 dBA,[footnoteRef:22] a mounted impact hammer (which is also rated at 90 dBA) was used as a proxy in the Roadway Noise Construction Model to estimate noise levels from simultaneous operation of the compactors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of compaction noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. Actual noise levels would likely be up to 10 dBA less than indicated in the table, as compaction would occur within an excavation pit and surrounding earth walls would provide additional attenuation of compaction noise, particularly at the western site perimeter where excavation would be deepest. Predicted noise levels from impact compaction would also be less than 80 dBA at any residential  [22: 	Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, June 2007.] 



Table 5.3-7
noise levels from construction activities at 
sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Mass Excavation


			Compaction


			Pile Installation


			Shoring


			Building Construction





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			63.8


			64.0


			67.7


			61.6


			66.0





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site 


			71.2


			75.9


			75.7


			79.8


			73.6


			78.0





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site 


			67.0


			66.9


			66.8


			70.8


			64.6


			69.1











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








receptor and less than 100 dBA at any commercial receptor, which are thresholds suggested by FTA guidance and applied here for impact equipment (since they are not subject to the noise limit restrictions of the San Francisco construction noise ordinance).


Pile Installation. Piles for the proposed project would not be driven with an impact hammer, but rather cast in place with drilled auger holes. Pile installation activities at the project site would involve four drill rigs, four crawler cranes, two forklifts, four excavators, and concrete saws. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of pile installation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Shoring. Shoring activities at the project site would involve two drill rigs, cranes, two grout mixing plants, and two excavators. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of shoring activity noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Building Construction. Building construction at the project site would involve operation of two concrete pumps, two bobcats, four excavators, eight cranes, eight grandall lifts, and a variety of small tools and equipment (e.g., chop saws, nail guns, etc.). This would be the longest phase of construction, occurring over a 21-month period. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the noise contribution of building construction activities at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Cumulative Project Construction Noise. The construction schedule indicates that excavation, compaction, pile installation, and shoring activities could take place concurrently during two months of the construction schedule. This would represent the worst case scenario in terms of cumulative construction noise from the project. 


However, it would be impossible for all four activities to occur simultaneously at the same location (e.g., the nearest distance to a given receptor) and therefore, the cumulative noise level would not be the acoustical sum of these noise levels. To account for the geographic distribution of these potential simultaneous activities, only the noisiest activity (pile installation, due to the number of pieces of equipment) was assumed to occur at the nearest distance to a given receptor. All other activities were assumed to occur at a farther distance of 200 feet from pile installation activities. This adjustment was only meaningful for receptors No. 2 and 3 which are the closest to the project site. Predicted cumulative project construction noise levels are presented in Table 5.38, which shows that noise levels from concurrent construction activities would not exceed 10-dBA over the noise level criterion for any receptor. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 
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Cumulative Worst case noise levels from 
construction activities at sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Concurrent Excavation, Compaction, Pile Installation and Shoring Activities





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			70.9





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site


			71.2


			80.8





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site


			67.0


			72.8











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








Other Construction Activities. During peak excavation activities, up to 400 truck trips could be generated to and from the site per day. These truck trips would increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. Assuming a 10-hour work day, the addition of 40 heavy duty truck trips to the existing peak hour traffic would increase traffic noise contributions by 2.3 dBA along Third Street during peak excavation activities. This would be a less than significant contribution to roadway noise levels.


Summary of Impact NO-1


Construction activities at the project site over a 26-month period would result in temporary increases in noise levels in the project vicinity, which could be noticeable at nearby residential and hospital land uses. Peak cumulative construction activities would occur during a 3-month period in 2015–2016 and during this time, the increase in noise levels over existing conditions would be less than 10 dBA (without mitigation). All other periods of construction would similarly be under 10 dBA. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-1, compliance with the Mission Bay Good Neighborhood Construction Noise Policy.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-1: Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy


The project sponsor shall comply with the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy and limit all extreme noise-generating construction activities to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.


Comparison of Impact NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified construction-related noise impact as less than significant with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 to address noise from impact pile driving. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 requires use of noise-reducing pile driving techniques and restricting the hours of operation. Because the proposed project would be installing piles using drilling and cast-in-place techniques, the project would be implementing Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 as part of the project, and as described above, construction noise impacts would be less than significant. Thus, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 is neither warranted nor applicable to the proposed project. 


Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to construction noise than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact NO-2: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan, noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. (Less than Significant)


Proposed construction would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, which prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. Table 5.3-5, above, presents the maximum noise levels generated by construction equipment identified by the project sponsor as likely to be used during construction. All non-impact equipment would be consistent with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, the project would not generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local, noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related noise impact with respect to consistency with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Consequently, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to consistency with established noise standards than was previously identified.


_________________________


Impact NO-3: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people and structures to or generate excessive groundborne vibration levels. (Less than Significant)


Groundborne vibration from construction activities that involve impact activities, primarily rapid impact compaction, could produce detectable vibration at nearby sensitive buildings and sensitive receptors unless proper precaution is followed.


There are no adopted state or local policies or standards for groundborne vibration. Vibration intensity is expressed as peak particle velocity (PPV), the maximum speed at which the ground moves while it temporarily shakes. Since groundshaking speeds are very slow, PPV is measured in inches per second. The average person is quite sensitive to ground motion and levels as low as 0.02 inch per second can be detected by the human body when background noise and vibration levels are low and levels of 0.1 inches per second are considered "strongly perceptible." The Federal Transit Administration has published guidance relative to vibration impacts (see Table 5.3-6, above). According to Caltrans, new structures can be exposed to groundborne vibration PPV levels of up to 0.5 inch per second without experiencing structural damage.[footnoteRef:23] [23: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 



Building Damage


Rapid impact compaction activities are proposed during the first two to three months of construction. The magnitude of vibration caused by rapid impact compaction is a function of distance from the receptor or structure of concern and the nature of surrounding soils. Groundborne vibration from activities that involve impact tools could produce significant vibration. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicates that compliance with a safe level of vibration with respect to building damage can be achieved provided that the activity occur no closer than 10 meters (33 feet) from a structure.[footnoteRef:24] The nearest structure north, across South Street, and to the south, across 16th Street would be located farther than 75 feet away, while the nearest structure to the west would be over 100 feet away. Consequently, proposed compaction activities would result in less than significant vibration impacts with respect to building damage.  [24: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Human Annoyance


Vibration levels can also result in interference or annoyance impacts at residences or other land uses where people sleep, such as hotels and hospitals. Vibration impact criteria published by Caltrans relative to these land uses are stated in terms of PPV, in inches per second. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second PPV.[footnoteRef:25] [25: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013] 



The closest residence would be the UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower), approximately 200 feet from the project site while the nearest hospital would be approximately 560 feet away. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicated that at a distance of 30 meters (100 feet), cumulative vibration energy results in maximum vibration level of 2.3 millimeters per second (0.09 inches per second).[footnoteRef:26] Because sensitive land uses would be more than 100 feet away, worst-case cumulative vibration levels generated by rapid impact compaction would be below the strongly perceptible threshold. Therefore, due to the distance of receptors from the project site, impacts from vibration with respect to human annoyance would be less than significant. [26: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Vibration-Sensitive Equipment


Land uses with operations that could be considered to have high sensitivity to vibrations include vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing, hospitals with vibration-sensitive equipment, and university research operations. The degree of sensitivity to vibration depends on the specific equipment that would be affected by the vibration as well as on the design of the specific building in which the equipment is located. Equipment such as electron microscopes and high resolution lithographic equipment can be very sensitive to vibration, and even normal optical microscopes can sometimes be difficult to use when vibration is well below the human annoyance level. Existing medical or research uses adjacent to the project site that contain vibration-sensitive equipment could experience vibration levels during construction that exceed 0.008 inches per second (65 VdB) and potentially disturb the operation of sensitive medical equipment. As discussed in the 1998 FSEIR, construction vibration effects on sensitive equipment would be a concern for users of research buildings and could be an inconvenience. However, these users are not considered sensitive receptors, and therefore, construction vibration effects are not considered a significant environmental effect under CEQA. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-2, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations. 


Summary of Impact NO-3


Rapid impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at residential or hospital receptors. All other construction activity would generate lesser vibration levels and project construction vibration-related impacts would be less than significant. However, implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-3, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations, could reduce the temporary human annoyance associated with land uses involving vibration-sensitive equipment during construction.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-3: Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Activities


At least one week prior to the start of rapid impact compaction activities, the project sponsor shall notify owners and occupants within 500 feet of the project site of the dates, hours, and expected duration of such activities.


Comparison of Impact NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR as a result of modern building design and equipment installation techniques. Similarly, as described above, the proposed project would result in less than significant vibration impacts. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to vibration than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Impact NO-4: Operation of the proposed project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Operation of the event center and mixed-use development would result in the introduction of new noise sources, both stationary and mobile, to the project area. Stationary noise sources would include the operation of five back-up diesel generators for maintenance purposes and mechanical equipment as well as the operation of public address systems and amplification equipment not only interior to the event center but also for occasional outdoor performances and events at the proposed Third Street plaza. Mobile noise sources would include increased traffic and crowd egress noise on local streets.


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance contains restrictions on noise from stationary sources, whereas noise from mobile sources is regulated at the state and federal level, generally through manufacturer specification requirements. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not address or establish restrictions on mobile sources. Therefore, the potential for adverse noise effects from stationary sources is addressed in this impact, which is specific to the standards of the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. The potential impact of mobile source operations generated by the project is addressed below under Impact NO-5 with respect to permanent increases in hourly traffic noise levels in the project vicinity and not in this impact.


This impact also addresses land use compatibility of the proposed office and retail land uses with respect to the noise standards of the San Francisco General Plan. The San Francisco General Plan establishes land use compatibility standards for land uses throughout the City for determining the compatibility of new land uses with an existing or future noise environment. This analysis assesses Although this represents an assessment of the potential impact of the environment on the project, as opposed to an impact of the project on the environment. There is some uncertainty regarding whether CEQA requires analysis of such impacts.  A California Supreme Court case is pending which is likely to address the issue.   which is currently subject to judicial review in the State Supreme Court, nNoisenoise impacts of the environment on a proposed project are specifically identified in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines with respect to noise from airports and private airfields. In this case, tTheThe nearby UCSF Hospital has recently constructed a helipad, the noise impacts of which is addressed as a cumulative impact under Impact C-NO-3, below. 


Stationary Noise Sources – Generators and Mechanical Equipment


The project anticipates installing on-site generators capable of providing up to three megawatts (MW) of emergency, standby and optional power to the event center in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power.[footnoteRef:27] In addition, each office and retail building would have an on-site generator capable of approximately 0.75 MW, and the proposed food hall would have a generator capable of approximately 0.5 MW, to provide fire and life safety emergency power in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power to those uses.  [27:  	Under such circumstance, the generators would provide power for fire alarms, fire command room, emergency lighting, elevators, smoke control and pressurization, fire pumps, audio system, and certain scoreboard equipment.] 



Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and the standards vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. The limits for noise generated by commercial and industrial properties such as the proposed project provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 


Under the proposed project, all emergency generators would be located within the parking structure on Lower Parking Level 1 and would be enclosed within dedicated rooms inside the lower level parking garage. Consequently, engine noise from generator testing is not expected to generate audible noise at receptors located outside of the event center and office structures. With the exception of emergency conditions during which these sources would be exempt from restrictions of the Noise Ordinance, all of these generators would be tested approximately once a week for less than one hour for maintenance purposes. 


The majority of the mechanical equipment would be located on the rooftops of each office building tower. All mechanical equipment would be either fully screened or located within a fully enclosed penthouse room enclosure. At the lower levels for the office buildings, mechanical equipment would be located within fully enclosed equipment rooms. For the event center, all mechanical equipment would be located indoors within fully enclosed equipment rooms located on various levels of the building. The only mechanical equipment on the roof would be the cooling tower, which would be fully screened on all four sides. Consequently, all proposed mechanical equipment would be screened and located sufficiently distant from receptors to be operated within the restrictions of the noise ordinance.


Under the proposed project, the generators would be located in a subgrade parking garage at a distance of approximately 300 feet from the nearest existing residential land use and are not expected to increase ambient noise levels because of their protected, subgrade location. Thus, maintenance operations of the backup generators and other mechanical equipment would not result in noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance, and the operational noise impacts from generators and other mechanical equipment would be less than significant. 


Stationary Noise Source – Amplified Sound


For certain events, portions of the proposed outdoor plazas may be equipped with video screens and speakers, which would result in increased sound-level generation. This equipment could operate prior to and/or after some basketball games or events at the event center to generate excitement. In addition, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the proposed Third Street plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events that may also involve amplified sound.


Promoters of any proposed outdoor events on the site’s outdoor plaza that would use amplified sound or music would be required to obtain a permit from the City prior to the event. Section 1060.1 of the Police Code requires a permit to conduct, operate, or maintain a place of entertainment, limited live performance locale or one-time event within the City and County of San Francisco. Concerts on the plaza would require the promoter to obtain a Limited Live Performance Permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. 


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code, while generally focused on truck-mounted amplification equipment, regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise. Hours of operation are restricted to between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., unless permitted by the San Francisco Entertainment Commission. As basketball games generally start at 7:30 p.m., operation of video screens and speakers on the plazas prior to basketball games would be consistent with these time restrictions of Article 1, Section 47.2. Operation of outdoor speakers on the plaza would require the applicant to obtain an Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker Permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing as discussed in the Setting section. Notwithstanding this consistency with the Police Code, due to the as yet unknown nature of future outdoor events at the project site, the use of amplified sound equipment would still have the potential for significant noise impacts in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) is identified to ensure that sound levels generated by amplified equipment would be consistent with Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code, which establishes a not-to-exceed (except through a variance) noise standard for fixed sources of noise and from licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission. For noise generated from a commercial property, the relevant noise limits are 8 dBA above the ambient L90 level at any point outside of the property plane of the commercial use. For a Place of Entertainment, the low-frequency dBC criterion would additionally apply, where no noise or music shall exceed the low frequency ambient criterion by more than 8 dBC.


The proposed event center would also host approximately 45 concerts a year, in addition to other events (see Chapter 3, Table 3-3), which would operate amplified sound equipment within the event center. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Entertainment Commission Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities requires permit holders to provide a cell phone point of contact to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided, Design of the proposed event center includes layers of doors and an intervening concourse, which would serve to minimize leakage of concert/event noise within the event center to the outside areas. Additionally, the proposed 160-foot office towers with 90-foot podium structure, and the proposed gatehouse building located on the west side of the site would provide a barrier between the event center and sensitive land uses to the northwest and southwest, which would further attenuate any potential leakage of interior concert/event noise. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future events within the arena, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Noise Exposure of Proposed Event Center and Office Uses


The project proposes development of office and retail land uses, which are generally not considered noise-sensitive uses. Noise monitoring in the project area indicates existing noise levels to be 75 DNL (day-night noise level) at the setback of Third Street (see Table 5.3-3 above). These levels represent the noise exposure levels which the proposed uses at the site would be subject to.


Policy 11.1 of the San Francisco General Plan identifies use of sound level guidelines established for a particular land use, as shown in the land use compatibility chart (see Figure 5.3-2, above). For sports event centers, an exterior sound level of 77 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. For office land uses such as those proposed under the project, the land use compatibility chart indicates that noise exposure of 75 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. Because both the event center and office and retail buildings would be constructed using modern materials and techniques which include ventilation systems and non-operable windows, these land uses would be consistent with the compatibility standards of the General Plan. Consequently, exposure to noise levels in excess of standards in the local general plan would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact NO-4, Operational Noise from Stationary Sources


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new stationary noise sources that would be subject to the requirements of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. These new sources include generators and mechanical equipment, as well as the potential for amplified sound within the Third Street plaza. Due to the proposed enclosed and subgrade location for generators, enclosed location for majority of the event center mechanical equipment, and the rooftop locations and proposed mechanical screens for mechanical equipment for the office and retail buildings, predicted noise levels from proposed new stationary sources would not meaningfully contribute to the existing monitored ambient noise levels in the project area, and the project would therefore be consistent with the restrictions of the noise ordinance. 


The proposed project would also introduce new land uses, and these new uses would be exposed to noise levels of up to 75 DNL. However, modern building techniques and materials as well as inclusion of non-operable windows and ventilation systems would be sufficient to ensure that the project would comply with land use compatibility requirements of the San Francisco General Plan, and this impact would be less than significant.


With respect to amplified sound, either interior to the event center or in open-air plazas on the project site, the predicted sound levels and hours of occurrence would be consistent with the noise ordinance. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future outside events at the Third Street plaza, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) would ensure that noise levels from amplified sound exterior to the event center would comply with the noise ordinance. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b, Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit, would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, regardless of current unknowns as to the nature of future events within the arena. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a: Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound


The project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venues to reduce the potential for noise impacts from public address and/or amplified music. This Noise Control Plan shall contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements for outdoor concerts.


· Speaker systems shall be directed away from the nearest sensitive receptors to the degree feasible.


· Outdoor speaker systems shall be operated consistent with the restrictions of Section 2909 of the San Francisco Police Code, and conform to a performance standard of 8 dBA and dBC over existing ambient L90 noise levels at the nearest residential use.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b: Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit


As part of the Place of Entertainment Permit process, the project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venue to reduce the potential for noise impacts from interior event noise. This Noise Control Plan shall, at a minimum, contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements.


· The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


· There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police Code section 2900.


· Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


· Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


Comparison of Impact NO-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The operational noise impact with respect to noise from generators and mechanical equipment was not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, this project impact would be less than significant, so under the project, there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The operational noise impact with respect to amplified sound was addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to outdoor concert events at the AT&T ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR, which included implementation of a plan limiting events to three per year and establishing a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient noise levels as a performance standard. As described above, the proposed project impact would be similar, so there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.	Comment by Clarke Miller: Per earlier comments, the number of allowable event s at AT&T is inconsistent in various docs, so best to remove the number.


_________________________


Impact NO-5: Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact NO-4, above, this impact addresses the introduction of new mobile noise sources with respect to the potential for permanent, long-term increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Mobile noise sources include vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise with Transit Service Plan


Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would increase noise levels along existing roadways. Under the Transit Service Plan (TSP) included as part of the project, light rail service on the T Third line would be increased, and three special event shuttles would be implemented, including a 16th Street BART Shuttle, Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle. Increases in noise from traffic on existing roadways are assessed by modeling existing and future roadway noise levels and comparing the resulting increase to standards published by FICON. For noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 3dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.


Increased traffic noise with the TSP was assessed for four separate scenarios, consistent with those analyzed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. First, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions (year 2015 inclusive of traffic from foreseeable development) during the weekday peak hour (4 to 6 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of convention traffic associated with the proposed project. Second, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions during the weekday “evening” hour (6 to 8 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of pre-basketball game traffic. A third scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the weekday “late” hour (9 to 11 p.m.) reflecting the contributions of post basketball game traffic. Lastly, a scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the Saturday evening peak hour (7 to 9 p.m.).	Comment by Whit Manley: Existing conditions typically do not include foreseeable development. Is this development that will happen before the project is operational and is therefore considered part of the existing conditions? Please clarify.	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: What does “convention” traffic mean?  Is this a reference to event center activities in conjunction with a convention at Moscone Center?  Please clarify.   


Noise levels were determined for this analysis using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Prediction Model based on baseline and future traffic projections developed as part of the transportation analysis (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation). Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments are presented in Table 5.3-9. Noise levels in Table 5.3-9 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.
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Table 5.3-9
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project with TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			69.7


			1.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.1


			69.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.1


			4.9


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			57.9


			0.4


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.0


			1.4


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.6


			2.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.5


			-0.9c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			63.7


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			62.2


			10.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.2


			6.8


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			63.3


			3.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			64.4


			4.7


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			65.8


			1.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			61.9


			7.2


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.0


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.6


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.5


			2.1


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and egress routing during events.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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As shown in Table 5.3-9, weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along Third Street where noise levels would increase by less than 3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along 16th Street and Mariposa Street would increase by as much as 4.9 dBA. However, the existing traffic noise levels along these streets is below 65 dBA and therefore the applicable threshold would be 5 dBA, which would not be met or exceeded. Thus, the roadside noise impact along these two streets would be less than significant. 


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 10.0 and 6.8 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.2 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant permanent increase in noise levels.


Physical noise mitigation (i.e., installation of noise barriers) does not represent a feasible mitigation measure for these event-driven noise impacts. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of this EIR identifies transportation-related mitigation measures, which would likely not reduce potential noise impacts at most of these roadway segments, where traffic volumes would need to be reduced by half of the projected volumes for noise levels to be reduced below thresholds. Mitigation in terms of rerouting project traffic would have the potential to result in secondary traffic-related impacts or transfer of noise impacts from one roadway to another. Consequently, operational noise impacts during events with implementation of the TSP would be significant and unavoidable, with no feasible mitigation that would reduce roadside noise levels even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified under Impact TR-2 in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise, No Transit Service Plan


Under this project scenario, it is assumed that the proposed TSP is not successfully implemented, thus resulting in higher trip generation (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, for discussion of the rationale for analyzing this scenario). Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would further increase noise levels along roadways used to access the project site beyond the levels identified above.


Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments without the TSP are presented in Table 5.3-10. Noise levels in Table 5.3-10 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.


As shown in Table 5.3-10, without the TSP weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along 3rd Street where noise levels would increase by less than 
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Table 5.3-10
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project without TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			70.1


			1.6


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.1


			69.2


			0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.6


			5.4


			Yesb





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			58.0


			0.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.3


			1.7


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.7


			-0.7c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			64.1


			0.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			61.9


			9.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.1


			6.7


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			65.1


			4.9


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			65.0


			5.3


			Yesb





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.8


			3.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.4


			0.3


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			62.5


			7.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			55.0


			1.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.4


			3.0


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			65.5


			5.1


			Yesb











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This is a significant impact under the no TSP scenario that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along Mariposa Street would increase by more than 5 dBA during the weekday late and Saturday evening hours which would be a significant increase that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour and evening hours, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic, the latter of which would not occur under the with-TSP scenario. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario, post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 9.8 and 6.7 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.8 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. 


Physical noise mitigation (i.e., installation of noise barriers) does not represent a feasible mitigation measure for these event-driven noise impacts. Mitigation in terms of rerouting project traffic would have the potential to result in secondary traffic-related impacts or transfer of noise impacts from one roadway to another. Consequently, operational noise impacts during events without implementation of the TSP would be significant, with no feasible mitigation that would reduce roadside noise levels even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified under Impact TR-2 in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels.


Mobile Noise Source – Crowd Noise


Noise generated by event patrons and retail customers could result in increased noise along surrounding streets, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours (depending on the event timing) and at the end of scheduled games/events when large numbers of people would be departing the event center and walking on local streets to access their transit connections or access their vehicles at local parking locations. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Commission has established a good neighbor policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes eight policies that address noise generation (see Regulatory Framework, above).


A variety of transit options would be available to event patrons under the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, indicates that during the late evening egress hours (9 to 11 p.m.) of a weekday basketball or concert event, over 4,500 people would take transit options and that over 3,000 people would be using the northbound Muni T-Line platform, which is approximately 70 feet from and facing the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building. Observations of current platform occupancy during these hours indicate that fewer than 10 persons are typically present on the platform at any one time. Consequently, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in people gathering in front of across Third Street from the UCSF Hearst Tower housing complex during the targeted 45-minute post-event egress period for approximately 45 basketball games per year and up to 60 additional full capacity concerts and other sporting events per year (see Table 3-3 of the Project Description). In addition to this, there could be smaller capacity family events or daytime conventions. 	Comment by Christopher L. Stiles: Would crowd noise be different without the TSP?  It seems there should be at least a brief discussion of both scenarios since they are both discussed above for Vehicular Traffic Noise. 


To estimate noise levels from departing crowds after an event, noise monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T-Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game at AT&T Park was conducted in April 2015. Short-term noise monitoring was located at a setback of approximately 70 feet from the 2nd and King Street (Ballpark) platform. Although the 320-foot-long Ballpark platform is longer than the existing 160-foot T-Line platform across from the project site, the proposed project would include extension of this platform from 160 to 320 feet (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation); therefore this noise measurement would be representative of future project conditions. However, it should be noted that the measured data from the Ballpark platform also included vehicle traffic on King Street and crowd noise on the north side of the street; consequently, these noise measurements may overestimate the magnitude of the potential impact at the project site. 


Monitored noise levels during the egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90, with an Lmax of 90.2 dBA. These noise levels may be compared to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2014 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the UCSF Housing (Hearst Tower) (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 55 dBA, L90 and Lmax of 89.8 dBA. The L90 data indicates that existing noise levels at the UCSF Hearst Tower residential building during quieter periods would be substantially increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days. 


Given that the residential units in this building are elevated up to 15 stories, shielding does not represent a feasible option to mitigating this crowd noise impact. Relocating the northbound platform away from Hearst Tower would also likely be an infeasible option due to resultant secondary impacts to Muni operations of the T-Line. Consequently, the noise impact resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and unavoidable. 


Nevertheless, it should be noted that these noise increases at the Muni platform would be of limited duration, with post game dispersion rate of about 45 minutes and would only occur on event nights. The project sponsor, as part of its site management practices, would implement the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities, urging patrons to respect the quiet of the neighborhood as they leave the area and providing a phone number to all interested neighbors to respond to complaints. Furthermore, it is assumed that the Hearst Towers have been designed to Title 24 noise insulation standards to mitigate exterior noise levels to a 45 dBA interior performance standard, although this standard would likely not be met if the windows are open.


Other than Hearst Tower, the UCSF Hospital is located over 1,000 feet from the southbound Muni platform and would not be expected to experience a substantial noise increase from crowd egress. An additional UCSF housing building isnin proposed for Block 15, west of Fifth Street, but this location, while quieter is located over 1,000 feet away from the proposed arena and transit platform and would be shielded by intervening buildings, including the Sandler Neuroscience Building, Arthur and Toni Remberock Hall, and Hearst Tower.


Summary of Impact NO-5, Operational Noise from Mobile Sources


Noise levels generated by crowds prior to, during, and after events is expected to result in a substantial increase in noise levels at the receptor adjacent to the northbound Muni T-Line transit platform, particularly during nighttime egress hours of 9 p.m. to 11 p.m., and this impact would be significant and unavoidable.


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new mobile noise sources that would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events under either the with-TSP or the no-TSP scenarios and even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, as described in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. These measures identify additional transportation demand management strategies beyond those already incorporated in the proposed project that the project sponsor would pursue in collaboration with the City.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact NO-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified traffic noise increases as less than significant and no mitigation was required. The FSEIR also assessed crowd noise in combination with outdoor concert noise (cheering within the outdoor ballpark). Noise from patron egress was not assessed.


Consequently, the significant and unavoidable traffic and crowd noise impact identified in Impact NO-5 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and adjacent to Terry Francois Boulevard. In addition, neither the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building nor the Muni T-line platform were constructed at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR impact analysis.


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-NO-1: Construction activities of the proposed project combined with cumulative construction noise in the project area could cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity during construction. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The geographic scope of analysis for cumulative noise and vibration construction impacts encompasses sensitive receptors within approximately 500 feet of the proposed project site. Beyond 500 feet, the contributions of noise from other projects would be greatly attenuated through both distance and intervening structures and their contribution would be expected to be minimal. Section 5.1, Impact Overview, presents the list of reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity that could contribute to cumulative construction noise, which in particular would include the construction activities associated with implementation of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the Mission Bay campus and other nearby Mission Bay development projects with construction schedules that could overlap with project construction. Some of the listed cumulative projects are sufficiently distant to not meaningfully contribute to construction noise impact. 


Mission Bay Blocks 33/34 is identified as a variant in the 2014 UCSF LRDP and was analyzed as a pre-2020 project. Phase 1 of this 500,000 gsf office development is scheduled to start construction in 2016, which would occur simultaneously with construction of the proposed project. The UCSF LRDP EIR found that at the Mission Bay campus site, proposed construction activities between 2015 and 2019 include new construction at Block 15 housing, Block 33 research building, Block 33/34 parking garage, and the cancer outpatient building. These construction projects, which could occur concurrently, were identified as resulting in a significant cumulative impact on the noise environment in the site vicinity, largely as a result of pile driving activities. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to this already identified cumulative impact, either through compounding the extent and/or magnitude of construction noise in the project vicinity or through extending the duration of construction noise in the project vicinity. UCSF development located at Block 25B (across Third Street) is scheduled for construction in 2023. Additionally, the Cancer Outpatient Building is scheduled for construction starting 2018. Consequently, both of these cumulative projects would occur after completion of proposed project construction and would not combine with the proposed project in a cumulative construction noise impact.


The Uber/ARE project on Blocks 26/27 is estimated to start construction by the end of 2015, and construction could be concurrent with the proposed project. This project is immediately north of the project site, across South Street, and immediately across Third Street from the nearest sensitive receptor to the project site, the UCSF Mission Bay housing at Hearst Tower. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to cumulative construction noise from this adjacent project. 


Additionally, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and development of Bayfront Park, both directly east of the project site are expected to be completed by the time the proposed project is in operation. Therefore, construction activities associated with the roadway realignment and park would likely overlap with construction of the proposed project, further contributing to cumulative construction noise. Thus, even though construction noise generated by the proposed project alone would not result in a significant noise impact, the proposed project's contribution to the cumulative noise impact from overlapping construction activities in the immediate project vicinity could be cumulatively considerable, and a potentially significant impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1, Construction Noise Control Measures, would reduce the project's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. Given that this measure would implement construction-related noise control measures for a project that does not include impact pile-driving, which was the principal activity and focus of the significant and unavoidable finding of the UCSF LRDP EIR, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project's construction noise impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures.


Contractors shall employ site-specific noise attenuation measures during construction to reduce the generation of construction noise. These measures shall be included in a Noise Control Plan that shall be submitted for review and approval by the OCII or its designated representative to ensure that construction noise is reduced to the degree feasible. Measures specified in the Noise Control Plan and implemented during project construction shall include, at a minimum, the following noise control strategies:


	Equipment and trucks used for construction shall use the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds). 


	Construction equipment with lower noise emission ratings shall be used whenever possible, particularly for air compressors.


	Sound‐control devices no less effective than those provided by the manufacturer shall be provided on all construction equipment.


	Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible; this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures, such as use of drills rather than impact tools, shall be used where feasible.


	Stationary noise sources such as material stockpiles and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as possible. 


	Enclosures and mufflers for stationary equipment shall be provided, impact tools shall be shrouded or shielded, and barriers shall be installed around particularly noisy activities at the construction sites so that the line of sight between the construction activities and nearby sensitive receptor locations is blocked to the extent feasible.


	Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be prohibited.


	Construction‐related vehicles and equipment shall be required to use designated truck routes to travel to and from the project sites as determined with consultation with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction (see Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates). 


	The project sponsor shall designate a point of contact to respond to noise complaints. The point of contact must have the authority to modify construction noise‐generating activities to ensure compliance with the measures above and with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not contain an analysis of cumulative construction noise impacts per se, although as a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the construction noise impact of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan as a whole, covering development throughout an area over 300 acres in size, which is essentially a cumulative analysis. As described above in Impact NO-1, the FSEIR identified construction-related noise impacts as less than significant with mitigation to address noise from impact pile driving. Consequently, the cumulative construction noise analysis for the proposed project would have the same significance conclusions as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impact than previously identified. 


_________________________


Impact C-NO-2: Operation of the proposed project when considered with other cumulative development would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Operational noise impacts of the proposed project would primarily result from increased traffic on the local roadway network. Cumulative plus project traffic data were used to estimate the cumulative operational noise increases shown in Table 5.3-11. Significant cumulative increases in ambient roadside noise levels are predicted to occur at three of the six road segments analyzed.


While cumulative noise levels are predicted to increase by 3 dBA or more along Third Street, as can be seen from Table 5.3-10, the project contribution to this increase is less than 1.5 dBA which would not be considered a cumulatively considerable contribution, based on FICON guidance for transportation noise which indicates that noise increases of 1.5 dBA warrant further analysis. Therefore, this cumulative increase along Third Street is not a cumulative noise increase of the proposed project. 


However, a significant cumulative noise increase would occur along Illinois Street during weekday convention events and Saturday basketball events. Additionally, cumulative noise levels along Mariposa Street during Saturday basketball events would increase by more than 5 dBA with the project contributing more than 1.5 dBA of this increase. This would result in a cumulatively considerable noise impact of the proposed project. Noise from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform across from Hearst Tower following the end of events would also contribute to cumulative, long-term increases in noise levels.


Operation of the proposed project would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Cumulative increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)
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Table 5.3-11
Modeled cumulative Traffic Noise Levels 


			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Convention Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			69.1


			71.8


			72.2


			0.4


			3.1


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.8


			<0.1


			1.9


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			65.8


			3.3


			5.5


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			61.9


			<0.1


			2.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			68.2


			1.0


			1.8


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			68.0


			0.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			71.8


			72.1


			0.3


			3.0


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.9


			0.1


			2.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			64.8


			2.3


			4.5


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			62.0


			0.1


			2.2


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			67.9


			0.7


			1.5


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			67.8


			0.7


			2.3


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.5


			68.9


			1.4


			4.2


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street


			65.1


			67.3


			67.5


			0.2


			2.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			57.8


			62.7


			4.9


			8.0


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			58.2


			58.5


			0.3


			4.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			62.4


			64.6


			0.2


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.7


			65.9


			3.2


			5.5


			Yes











NOTES:	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 30 or 35 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. The incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3 dBA with an ambient noise environment greater than 65 dBA.





a	Although a cumulative noise impact would occur along Third Street, because the projects would contribute less than 1.5 dBA to this increase, the projects contribution is not considered cumulatively considerable.





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact C-NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Traffic noise increases were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as less than significant and no mitigation was required. Consequently, the significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic noise impact identified in Impact C-NO-2 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the 1998 FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and Mariposa Street.


_________________________


Impact C-NO-3: Occupants of the proposed project would not be substantially affected by noise from future operations of the helipad at the adjacent UCSF Hospital. (Less than Significant)


Beginning in 2015, the UCSF Medical Center began operating a helipad that has occasional helicopter operations. Because helicopter overflights would be isolated occurrences, their single event instantaneous noise level would be of brief duration and would be greater than ambient noise levels noise contributions, with a maximum noise level of 85 dBA expected (based on a 95 dB single event noise exposure level[footnoteRef:28]). The relative infrequency and acoustical nature of a helicopter overflight noise varies distinctly from traffic generation and other steady-state project noise sources such that the summing of the acoustical energy of ambient noise and helicopter operations is not a meaningful cumulative analysis. In other words, during the brief periods of helicopter overflight, helicopter noise will dominate over the ambient noise levels, rendering the cumulative contribution of other ambient sources insignificant. Therefore, future helicopter noise is assessed as an isolated event. [28: 	The single event noise exposure level, or SENEL is a noise metric that normalizes the sound energy of a single event such as an aircraft fly-over over the period when the sound level is within 10 dB of the Lmax. As stated on Page 19 of the cited report (UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009), the SENEL is typically 10 dB higher than the Lmax for aircraft noise., ] 



Noise modeling for helicopter operations at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay was presented as part of the Final EIR, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.[footnoteRef:29] This modeling indicated that the 65 dB CNEL[footnoteRef:30] noise contour during average day and busy-day helicopter operations extends to the east across Third Street, but does not include the project site. Because the event center, office and retail land uses proposed by the project are not considered noise sensitive land uses and because the 65 dB CNEL contour does not extend onto the project site, the cumulative noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant. [29:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009.]  [30: 	CNEL is roughly equivalent to DNL, usually within 1 dBA] 



Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


An addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared in 2008 that addressed the noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad. This analysis only identified operational noise impacts to residential areas to the south and east of the hospital helipad and mitigation measures were identified to address these impacts. However, the residual noise impact, after mitigation, was determined to be significant and unavoidable for residential uses. The proposed project would not include residential or other noise sensitive land uses, so there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impacts from what were disclosed in the FSEIR and associated addenda.
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To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); 'Joyce'; Paul Mitchell
Cc: 'WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com'; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; 'Clarke Miller'
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part II
 
Please see additional comments at links below.


 
·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)


 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently
broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
 


·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this


section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:dkelly@warriors.com

https://www.dropbox.com/s/luqugsykt91t7j5/%213_Project%20Description_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_StradaComment%2BGSWComment%2BGDCComment%2BRMMComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/ewmfvrhmgekw34i/%215-06_Wind%20and%20Shadows_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.docx?dl=0

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:dkelly@warriors.com

https://www.dropbox.com/s/9r8me61vzksbyg1/%21_Cover_GSWComment.pdf?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/7tc45v50wj2tsnt/%21_Title%20page_GSWComment.pdf?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/e6kd4wxph2p13xf/%210_TOC_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_to%20be%20updated_GSWComment%2BRMMComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/ywvuh7ttngj4e6m/%212_Introduction_%20GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GDCComment%2BGSWComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/xkchm2qvm0obwm2/%218_Report%20Preparers_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/fvcabsbw6kx2o80/%215-05_GHG_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment%2BRMMComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/5ejszk1m9z9zgtv/%21GSW_GHG_Checklist_DRAFT_042815_GSWComment.doc?dl=0





More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 



mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014






From: Lee, Raymond (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Bridges, George (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Attachment to Memo
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:16:19 PM


Catherine: for ease of reference, the following is the proposed EOP section in its entirety. I will
provide you the summary list of consultants in a separate email. Thanks  -Ray
 
 
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 GSW
identified approximately 40 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, 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 later this year. To date the GSW have shortlisted, obtained proposals,
and interviewed about 80% of the disciplines needed for this project, with efforts continuing.  The
GSW have awarded 34 of the disciplines thus far, approximately 50% of which is going to SBEs. For
informational purposes, GSW projects approximately 30% minority-owned business participation
and 23% women-owned business participation, reflecting the diversity of the City and County of San
Francisco in its team.  Attached is a summary list of consultants selected to date.
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While the GSW are continuing to assemble its design and consultant team, OCII’s discussion with the
GSW and 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
opportunities for small businesses that would not otherwise 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.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 4:20 PM
To: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: GSW Attachment to Memo
 
Hi, George/Ray – sorry if you already sent this to me (completely losing with my emails), but if not, I
wanted to see if you could help reformat and confirm the raw data that Clarke sent over for the
GSW memo.  Thanks for your help!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: Michael Keinath (mkeinath@environcorp.com); Catherine Mukai; Chris Sanchez "Chris Sanchez" "Chris Sanchez"


<CSanchez@esassoc.com> (CSanchez@esassoc.com); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; joyce@orionenvironment.com
Subject: Warriors Onroad Truck Mitigation & AQ Appendix
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:30:10 AM
Attachments: Warriors AQ Appendix-JR Comments.pdf


 Hi Michael, Catherine, & Chris S-
 
I'm reviewing the last draft of the Warriors document and I noticed that the response to my
comment regarding mitigation of on-road trucks basically said that 2010 vehicles were not
feasible. This begs the question of what would be feasible.  We will need to include on-road
vehicle mitigation given BAAQMD staff has already asked about it and given that the onroad
vehicles themselves exceed the significance criteria.  If MY 2009 or 2007 vehicles would be
feasible, we should add that to M-AQ-1 and quantify the emissions reduction in the EIR.
 
I am giving you guys a heads up on this one before our May 19th meeting so that we can
revise Impact AQ-1 to include this mitigation in advance of May 19th.  You may need to
coordinate with the Warriors on feasibility. We will likely also need something in our record
to indicate that using MY 2010 vehicles is not feasible.
 
Regarding the AQ appendix, I have the following larger comments that I'd like to provide you
(see attached PDF for full comments):
1. The document states that the alternatives are analyzed quantitatively using the same
methodology, but the results for the alternatives are not included in the report.
2. There are inconsistencies with the results presented in the AQ Appendix and the EIR
section. These inconsistencies should be rectified. I would prefer that the AQ appendix use
the same table format as in the EIR.
 
Chris Kern and I are mostly available today if you would like to schedule a call to discuss.
 
Thank you,
 


Jessica Range
Environmental Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, Ca 94103
E: Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
T: (415) 575-9018
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I Introduction 
At the request of Environmental Science Associates (ESA), on behalf of the Golden State 
Warriors (GSW or Sponsor), ENVIRON International Corporation (ENVIRON) conducted a 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis of criteria air pollutants (CAPs) and 
precursor emissions associated with the proposed construction of a multi-purpose event center 
and ancillary development Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 in San Francisco, CA (’Project" or "Site").’ 
The analysis prepared by ENVIRON will be used to inform preparation of the Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) on the project. This Air Quality Protocol describes the 
methodology used for evaluation of air quality impacts from cpnstruction and operational sources. 
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The proposed ’oject is not locted in an Air Pollutionosure Zone (APEZ) as defined by the 
San Francisco Department,Environmental Planning (EEP). However, in the event that the 
proposed project could result in increased emissions over those assumed for prior approved 
development for the site in the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(FSEIR), the project impacts could be substantial enough to create a new APEZ. Therefore, 
preparation of a construction health risk assessment (HRA) and operational HRA are included 
as part of the air quality impact analysis to demonstrate that the Project will not create an APEZ 
at nearby sensitive receptors. 



1.1 Project Understanding 



The proposed Project would be located at Blocks 29-32 of Mission Bay, as designated in the 
Mission Bay Redevelopment Area. The Mission Bay Redevelopment Area has a 
from 1998. 	 activyl 



Two alternatives to the project are also considered, as discussed below. 



1.1.1 Proposed Project 



The Project would be located at Blocks 29-32 of Mission Bay within the Mission Bay 
Redevelopment Area of San Francisco. The rectangular site is bound by Third Street to the 
west, South Street to the north, Terry Francois Boulevard to the east, and 16th Street to the 
south. Blocks 29-32 are approximatelycres, which are currently vacant. Currently, there are 
residential land uses to the northwest arid south of the proposed Project site, but none 
immediately adjacent to the site. 	 /,i))V ça..L5 	 . u)hAc,L1’ i S 



Maot 
The GSW, the Project proponent, propose to create a new approximately 18,000-seat multi-
purpose event center and ancillary development including multiple office buildings, retail, 
restaurants, structured parking, plaza areas, and other amenities. Based on data provided by 
the GSW, the Project build-out for Blocks 29-32 would include approximately 750,000 gross 
square feet (gsf) for a multi-use events center and 25,000 gsf for the GSW offices; 580,000 gsf 
of non-GSW office space; 475,000 gsf of parking (950 spaces); 125,000 gsf of retail space 
including sit-down restaurants, quick-service restaurants, and soft goods retail. 2  The privately 



A separate greenhouse gas inventory will be prepared using similar methods as part of an application for judicial 
streamlining under Public Resources code 21178-21189.3. 



Notice of Preparation, Table 1. November 19, 2014. 
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Figure 1. Conceptual Design Site Plan 
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financed events center would host the Bay Area’s National Basketball Association (NBA) 
basketball team, the GSW, during the NBA season, as well as provide a year-round venue for a 
variety of other uses, including, but not limited to, concerts, cultural events, family shows, 
conferences, and conventions. The preliminary, conceptual layout is shown in Figure 1 of this 
Air Quality Protocol. The Project will also include new back-up engines. 



Construction of the Project is anticipated to proceed with the offices and arena being built 
concurrently. The air quality analysis used the construction schedule and phases proposed by 
the Project Sponsor to estimate construction impacts. 



1.1.2 Project Alternatives 



The SEIR alternatives analysis included the No Project Alternative (the currently approved 
development on Blocks 29-32) and one other alternative, a reduced intensity project. These 
alternatives are analyzed qualitatively in this study. 



Alternative A: No Project 



Under the first alternative, all aspects of the current operation at Oracle Arena in 
Oakland are retained. 



In Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, 1,056,000 square feet of office space would 
be constructed at the Project site instead of the proposed arena plus office buildings and 
other uses. As part of the 1998 Mission Bay Redevelopment Area SEIR, Blocks 29-32 
are entitled for up to 1,056,000 square feet of office space. Alternative A also includes 
up to 31,700 gsf of retail use. 



ENVIRON evaluated construction and operation of Alternative A to an equal level of 
detail as the Project. ENVIRON modeled construction emissions using accepted 
methodologies such as modeling with California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod). Because there is no change at the Oracle Arena in Alternative A, the sole 
impacts come from the office and retail space at Blocks 29-32. As such, only the office 
and retail space is considered in the impacts analysis. 



Alternative B: Reduced Intensity at Blocks 29-32 



� Under Alternative B, Blocks 29-32 adjustments will be made to retail uses, office uses, 
and parking spaces at Blocks 29-32. All other aspects of the proposed Project will 
remain unchanged. 



� From an air quality perspective, this Alternative is expected to have reduced impacts 
from those of the Project because of its reduced scope. 



1.2 Objective 



The purpose of the air quality analysis is to assess potential criteria pollutant emissions and 
ozone precursor emissions that would result from construction and operation of the proposed 
Project consistent with guidelines and methodologies from air quality agencies, specifically, the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), the California Air Resources Board 
(ARB), and the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 
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Consistent with CEQA requirements, this Air Quality Analysis evaluates mass emissions of 
CAPs from both construction and operational activities (including traffic generated from the 
proposed Project). The scope of this Air Quality Analysis also includes a construction HRA and 
operational HRA to determine whether the Project contributes to cumulative effects at nearby 
receptors over the significance thresholds used by SFEP. 



1.3 Project Methodology 



Construction emissions associated with the Project would be from off-road construction 
equipment and on-road mobile sources. There would also be operational emissions associated 
with the Project from traffic-related sources and stationary sources such as boilers and five 
standby emergency generators. An equivalent level of detail was used in analyzing the Project 
and the Alternatives. To that extent, the ’Project Methodology" discussed throughout this 
document applies to all Alternatives. 



The City of San Francisco, in conjunction with the BAAQMD, has recently completed a City-
wide HRA to evaluate cumulative cancer risks and fine particulate matter less than 2.5 
micrometer in diameter (PM 25) concentrations from existing stationary and mobile sources. The 
construction HRA and operational HRA in this Air Quality Analysis was conducted to be 
consistent with the City-wide HRA. 



1.3.1 Project Impacts 



The following three sources of emissions were analyzed in the Project build-out year of 2018. 
For the construction years, ENVIRON assumed unmitigated emissions based on the 
construction fleet statewide average for that year. For example, in 2015, the fleet-average 
emission factor for 2015 were used, and in 2016 the fleet-average emission factor for 2016 were 
used. Estimation of trip lengths relied on state survey data and season ticket holder addresses. 



The three sources of emissions considered are: 



1. Project construction (both without implementation of measures to reduce Project impacts 
and withffiitigation measures in place as per Section 5 of this Analysis); 



2. Project stationary source emissions in the first Project operation year; and 



3. Project traffic emissions in the first Project operation year. 
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2 Emissions Estimates 
The methods used to estimate the emissions of CAPs and Toxic Air Contaminants (TAOs) from 
the Project are described here. Because estimation techniques are different for construction and 
operation, they are discussed separately below. 



2.1 Calculation Methodologies for Construction Emission Sources 



Construction emission calculation methodologies cover off-road equipment, which is primarily 
diesel-fueled, on-road vehicles, and architectural coatings. Calculation methodologies for each 
type of emissions are explained separately. The methodology used to calculate emissions from 
each category is presented in Table 1: Emissions Calculations Methodology. 



2.1.1 Off-road Diesel Equipment 



Project-specific construction equipment inventories that include details on the type, quantity, 
construction schedule, and hours of operation anticipated for each piece of equipment for each 
construction phase were provided by the Sponsor. For the diesel-fueled equipment, ENVIRON 
used methodologies consistent with CalEEModfi  to estimate emissions .3  Where Project-specific 
equipment information is not available, CaIEEMod o  default values were used. Load factors for 
each piece of equipment were based on the default load factor in ARB’s 2011 Off-Road 
Equipment Model (OFFROAD20I1). 



2.1.2 On-road Haul Trucks and Delivery Trucks and Vans 



On-road truck emissions were calculated using the total number of trucks provided by the 
Sponsor as part of the SEIR project description and emission factors from ARB’s EMissio 
FACtor model (EMFAC2011) model. For haul trucks, a 20-mile one-way trip length wesed, 
based on CaIEEMod o  default truck trip lengths, and for vendor trucks a 7.3-mile trip length was 
used, based on the regional default vendor trip length from CaIEEModfi.  The emission factors 
for running emissions for criteria pollutants were 	nerated with the last version of the 
EMFAC201 1, released on September 30, 2011, and updated in January 2013. The model 
includes updated information on California’s car and truck fleets and travel activity. 



Emissions reported by the model were converted to units of grams of pollutant emitted per 
vehicle mile traveled (VMT) using the daily VMT for running emissions, or grams of pollutant 
emitted per trip for idling, starting, and evaporative emissions. 



2.1.3 Construction Worker Commuting Vehicles 



Worker commute trip emissions were included in the emissions inventory for construction. The 
number of trips by workers was estimated based on data received from ESA in coordination with 
the Sponsor with regard to construction phasing. ENVIRON used emission factors from 
EMFAC201 1 and default construction worker trip lengths from CaIEEMod fi  to estimate worker 
trip emissions. 



http://caleemodcom/ 
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Table 1: Emissions Calculations Methodology 



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development 



San Francisco, California 



Type Source Methodology and Formula Reference 



ARB/USEPA 



Construction 
Off-Road Equipment’ Ec = 	(EFc * HP * LF * Hr * C) 



En g ine  
Standards Equipment 
USEPA 
NONROAD 



Running Exhaust and ER = 	(EFR * VMT * C) where VMT 
EMFAC201 1 Running Losses = Trip Length * Trip Number 



Construction and 
Operational On-Road Starting Exhaust and 



E 5  = 	(EF5 * Trip Number*  C) EMFAC201 1 
Mobile Sources2 Evaporative ROG 



Idling Exhaust E 1  = 	(EF1 * Trip Number *Ti*  C) EMFAC201 1 



Operational On-Road Fugitive Road Dust 
from Paved Roads3 Eel 	 [k*(sL)O9l*(W)2]*(1P14N) USEPA 2011 



Mobile Sources 



ARB/USEPA 



Operation Generator  E = EF * HP * Hr 
Off-Road 
Engine 
Standards 



Notes: 
1. E: off-road equipment exhaust emissions (ib). 



2. On-road mobile sources include all diesel truck trips 



g unning exhaust and running losses emissions (lb). 



Es: vehicle starting exhaust and evaporative ROG emissions (lb). 



E1 : vehicle idling emissions (lb). 
EF 1 : vehicle idling emission factor (g/hr-trip). From EMFAC201 1. 
T: idling time 
C: unit conversion factor. 



3. : annual or other long-term average emission factor (IbNMT). 
k: particle size multiplier for particle size range (IbNMT); sL: road surface silt loading (g/m 2); W: average weight (tons) of all the 
vehicles traveling the road; P: number of "wet" days with at least 0.254 mm (0.01 in) of precipitation during the averaging 
period; N: number of days in the averaging period (365 for annual). 



4. E: generator engine emissions 
EF: compression-ignition (diesel) engine emission factor. ARB/USEPA engine PM standard based on engine tier will be used. 
HP: generator horsepower; Hr: generator hours. Assume 50 hours of operation annually as a conservative assumption. 



Other Abbreviations: 
ARB: California Air Resources Board; BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District;; EF: Emission Factor; EMFAC: 
Emission Factor Model EP: Environmental Planning; g: gram; HP: Horsepower; lb: pound; [F: Load Factor; mi: mile; USEPA: 
United States Environmental Protection Agency; VMT: vehicle miles traveled 



References: 
ARB/USEPA. 2013. Table 1: ARB and USEPA Off-Road Compression-Ignition (Diesel) Engine Standards. Available online at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordieselldocuments/Off-Road_Diesel_Stds.xls  
ARB. 2011. EMission FACtors Model, 2011 (EMFAC2011). 
USEPA. 2011. AP 42, Volume I, Fifth Edition. §13.2.1. Paved Roads. Available online at: 
http://www.epa.gov/ttnchiel/ap42/chl  3/final/cl 3s0201 .pdf 
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2.1.4 Architectural Coating Emissions 



ENVIRON used CaIEEMod o  to estimate reactive organic gas (ROG) emissions from 
architectural coating. Compliance with BAAQMD regulations restricting the volatile organic 
compound (VOC) content of commercial paints was assumed. ENVIRON used the San 
Francisco-specific area source emission factors developed by SFEP for ROG from consumer 



2.1.5 Summary of Project Construction Criteria Pollutant Emissions 



CAPs from Project construction phases were added and then normalized over the number of 
days in the construction period. 



2.2 Calculation Methodologies for Operational Emission Sources 



Operational emission calculation methodologies are divided into stationary, area, and mobile 
sources. For each category, emissions are estimated based on data from the Project Sponsor. 
The methodology used to calculate operational emissions from each category is presented in 
Table 1: Emissions Calculations Methodology. 



2.2.1 Stationary Sources 



The proposed Project will include new natural gas-fired boilers and five diesel back-up engines. 
Emissions were calculated based on information provided by the Project Sponsor and assume 
Tier 4 ARB and USEPA off-road diesel engine standards (ARB 2013). It should be noted that 
these stationary sources will be permitted with the BAAQMD and all sources are expected to 
comply with applicable Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and Best Available Control 
Technology for Toxics (TBACT) requirements. 



2.2.2 Area Sources 



The proposed Project includes area sources such architectural coatings, landscape equipment, 
and consumer products use. These emissions were estimated using CalEEMod, based on the 
type and size of land uses associated with the Project. ENVIRON used San Francisco-specific 
area source emission factors developed by SFEP for ROG from consumer products. 



2.2.3 Mobile Sources 



The proposed Project would generate vehicle trips, which were provided by SEIR transportation 
analysts in coordination with ESA. Project traffic was evaluated using EMFAC201 1 for the 
vehicle fleet mix in the San Francisco Bay Area. Additionally, Project-specific types of traffic 
such as delivery trucks were evaluated using vehicle-type specific emission factors from 
EMFAC20I 1, based on Project-specific traffic data as provided by ESA in coordination with the 
Sponsor. Fugitive road dust emissions are estimated using methodologies consistent with 
CaIEEM 0dfi .  The methodologies used to calculate operational mobile emissions can be found in 
Table 1: Emissions Calculations Methodology. 
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3 Health Risk Assessment 



3.1 Introduction 



The objective of the HRA is to evaluate the potential impacts of construction and operation of the 
Project on off-site receptors in the Mission Bay neighborhood of San Francisco. The criterion for 
whether or not the Project presents a significant air quality impact under the CEQA is if the Project 
will "expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations," from Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines. 4  To evaluate impacts in San Francisco, SFEP requires an HRA for an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) if a project is within an APEZ, 5  defined as an area in which 
modeled air pollution exceeds "either: (1) a cancer risk of greater than 100 per one million 
exposed, and/or (2) PM 2.5  concentrations in excess of 10 microgram per cubic meter (pg/rn 3 ) 



(including ambient)." 6 	l.a.pjoject outside 
wiTh-t-quaiteamandLoiwwetzperV1sor If you Iive alarge-multi-phase projeet 



The Project is not in an APEZ, based on air dispersion modeling performed by the San 
Francisco Department of Public Health in conjunction with SEEP and the BAAQMD. 8  The 
Project is not bounded by an APEZ, either, with the nearest APEZ falling over the University of 
California, San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus, to the west of the Project. The parcels 
immediately surrounding the Project have average excess cancer risks below 50 in one million 
persons, with lower risks to the east of Third Street. The nearest residential parcel is the UCSF 
dormitory to the northwest of the Project; risks at this parcel are below 26 in one million, 
although the average period of residence in the dormitory is less than the 70 years assumed in 
excess cancer risk calculations. Another sensitive receptor is located at the UCSF Medical 
Center at Mission Bay to the southwest of the Project; risks at this parcel are below 45 in one 
million, but again the average period of residence is less than 70 years. At the dormitory, 
background PM 25  concentration from the City-wide modeling is 8.5 pg/m 3 . At the UCSF Medical 
Center, background PM 2 . 5  concentration is 8.6 pg/rn 3 . 



Since the Project is not in an APEZ, the subsequent criterion of significance is whether or not 
the Project will create an APEZ. The Project’s excess cancer risk and PM 2 . 5  contribution is 
evaluated for contributions from two schemes, construction and operation. A lifetime cumulative 
risk and annual average PM 2 . 5  concentration including both construction and operation is 



Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 
15000-1538 -b  
San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning. AQ Interim Standard Language .- Negative 
Declarations and Environmental Impact Reports. 



6 
 Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, City and County of San Francisco. 2014. Memorandum to file 



Re 2014 Air Pollutant Exposure Zone Map. April 9. 



San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning. AQ Interim Standard Language - Negative 
Declarations and Environmental Impact Reports. 



See Air Pollutant Exposure Zone map (hftp://www. sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/AirQuality/  
AirPollutantExposureZoneMap.pdf) and DPH website (http://www.sfdph.org/dph/eh/Air/Article38 . asp). 



For parcel-specific information, see the Zoning designation for Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-
32, Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008. This is the parcel bounded by South Street on the north, 
Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and roughly by the future planned realigned Terry A. Francois 
Boulevard on the east. 



The Project is not in a "health vulnerability layer" as defined in the 2014 Air Pollutant Exposure Zone Map 
memorandum, either, as it is not in the affected zip codes or within 500 feet of a freeway. 
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considered and compared against the APEZ thresholds. Annual average PM 2 . 5  concentration 
during both construction and after operation of the Project as considered individually and 
compared against the APEZ thresholds. 



To show that the Project will not create an APEZ at nearby residential or sensitive receptors, 
ENVIRON performed a construction HRA using the USEPA AERMOD model 9  and performed an 
operational HRA using the BAAQMD screening tools and the USEPA SCREEN3 model. 10  



3.2 Estimated Air Concentrations for Construction HRA 



Consistent with the City-wide HRA, the air toxics analysis evaluated health risks and PM 25  
concentrations resulting from the Project upon the surrounding community. Project construction 
is planned for a 27-month period starting in late 2015. The Project Sponsor provided ENVIRON 
with the proposed construction off-road equipment list, count, and activity; and on-road vehicle 
traffic. ARB tools and methods were used to estimate emissions of diesel particulate matter 
(DPM) and other TACs from the off- and on-road equipment list. 



3.2.1 Chemical Selection 



The cancer risk analysis in the construction HRA is based on DPM concentrations and total 
organic gases (TOGs) from diesel equipment and on-road vehicles. Diesel exhaust, a complex 
mixture that includes hundreds of individual constituents (California Environmental Protection 
Agency [Cal/EPA] 1998), is identified by the State of California as a known carcinogen (Cal/EPA 
2014). Under California regulatory guidelines, DPM is used as a surrogate measure of 
carcinogen exposure for the mixture of chemicals that make up diesel exhaust as a whole 
(Cal/EPA 2014). Cal/EPA and other proponents of using the surrogate approach to quantifying 
cancer risks associated with the diesel mixture indicate that this method is preferable to a 
component-based approach. A component-based approach involves estimating risks for each of 
the individual components of a mixture. Critics of the component-based approach believe it will 
underestimate the risks associated with diesel as a whole because the identity of all chemicals 
in the mixture may not be known or exposure and health effects information for all chemicals 
identified within the mixture may not be available. Furthermore, Cal/EPA has concluded that 
"potential cancer risk from inhalation exposure to whole diesel exhaust will exceed the multi-
pathway cancer risk from the speciated components (Cal/EPA 2003)." The analysis of DPM for 
this Project is based on the surrogate approach, as recommended by Cal/EPA. 



3.2.2 Project Sources 



Near-field air dispersion modeling of DPM and PM 2 . 5  from Project construction sources was 
conducted using the USEPA AERMOD model. 11  For each receptor location, the model 
generates average air concentrations that result from emissions from multiple sources. 



Air dispersion models such as AERMOD require a variety of inputs such as source parameters, 
meteorological parameters, topography information, and receptor parameters. When site- 



Available at hftp://www.epa.gov/ftn/scram/dispersion_prefrec.htm#aermod . 
10  Available at hftp://www.epa.gov/ftn/scram/dispersion_screening.htm.  



On November 9, 2005, the USEPA promulgated final revisions to the federal Guideline on Air Quality Models, in 
which it recommended that AERMOD be used for dispersion modeling evaluations of criteria air pollutant and toxic 
air pollutant emissions from typical industrial facilities. 
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tAlpts 
specific information,i?unknown, ENVIRON used default parameter sets that are designed to 
produce conservative (i.e., overestimated) air concentrations. 



3.2.3 Meteorological Data 



Air dispersion modeling applications require the use of meteorological data that ideally are 
spatially and temporally representative of conditions in the immediate vicinity of the site under 
consideration. For this HRA, BAAQMD’s Mission Bay meteorological data for the year 2008 was 
used, which aligns with the San Francisco City-wide HRA Methodology (BAAQMD 2012). 



3.2.4 Terrain Considerations 



Elevation and land use data was imported from the National Elevation Dataset (NED) 
maintained by the United States Geological Survey (USGS 2013). An important consideration in 
an air dispersion modeling analysis is the selection of whether or not to model an urban area. 
Due to the urban nature of San Francisco, the site was modeled with the urban population of 
805,235, corresponding to the 2010 US Census. 



3.2.5 Emission Rates 



Emitting activities were modeled to reflect the actual hours of construction. Emissions were 
modeled using the ’Q  ("chi over q") method, such that each phase has unit emission rates (i.e., 
1 gram per second [gis]), and the model estimates dispersion factors (with units of [pg/m 3]/[g/s]). 



For annual average ambient air concentrations, the estimated annual average dispersion factors 
are multiplied by the annual average emission rates. The emission ratewill vary day to day, 
with some days having no emissions. For simplicity, the model assum 	constant emission rate 
during the entire year. 



In the construction model, modeled meteorological hours of the day are restricted to 7:00 am to 
1:00 am, the likely hours for emissions to occur. This way, only representative meteorological 
data was considered in determining the dispersion factors. Emission rates are adjusted such 
that on average, unit emission rates are modeled, i.e. 1 g/s for 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. 
Thus, the model provides an annual average concentration that can be incorporated directly into 
the health risk calculations assuming 24 hours of daily exposure. 



3.2.6 Source Parameters 



Source location and parameters are necessary to model the dispersion of air emissions. The 
duration of construction on Blocks 29-32 is anticipated to be up to 27 months, with arena and 
office building construction proceeding concurrently. At any given time there will be multiple 
emissions sources associated with construction equipment within the construction zone. 



Error! Reference source not found.2 summarizes the source parameters associated with the 
construction HR . The construction area was modeled as an Area source encompassing the 
entire Project site, following City-wide HRA Methodology. The Area source model included 
emissions from both off-road construction equipment and off-site trucks (trucks going to and from 
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construction zones 12). A release height of 5 meters was used, with an initial vertical dimension of 
1.4 meters. Emissions were distributed uniformly throughout the area source representing 
construction of that phase. 



Table 2: Modeling Parameters 
GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development 
San Francisco, California 



Source Release 
Initial Initial 



Period Source Dimension Number of Height’ 
Vertical Lateral 



Sources 1 ’2 
 4  Dimension Dimension 



[m]  [m] [m] [m] 



Construction 



Equipment 
Construction Project Area 2 5.0 1.4 N/A 



and On- 



Road Trucks 



Notes: 
1. Due to lack of specific instructions on modeling of construction emissions from BAAQMD, ENVIRON witi useiethodoIogy from the City-wide 



HRA when setting up the model. According to the City-wide HRA methodology, construction sources WULbee modeled as area sources. 
2. The number of sources is to be determined based on the geometry of the truck routes. 
3. According to the City-wide HRA methodology, release height of the modeled construction was set to 5 meters 
4. According to the City-wide HRA methodology, initial vertical dimension of the modeled construction sources was set to 1.4 meters. 



Abbreviations: 
BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
HRA: Health Risk Assessment 
K: Kelvin 
m: meter 
5: second 



Reference: 
BAAQMD, 2012. The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation, V9. 



3.2.7 Receptors 



Offsite receptors were placed at locations collocated with the grid receptors used in the City-
wide HRA and within 2,000 feet of the Project site. Receptors were modeled at a height of 1.8 
meters above terrain height, a default breathing height for ground-floor receptors, consistent 
with the City-wide HRA analysis. As discussed previously, average annual dispersion factors 
were estimated for each receptor location. 



3.2.8 Modeling Adjustment Factors 



Cal/EPA (2003) recommends applying an adjustment factor to the annual average 
concentration modeled assuming continuous emissions (i.e., 24 hours per day, 7 days per 
week), when the actual emissions are less than 24 hours per day and exposures are concurrent 
with construction activities occurring at the Project. 



Off-site residents are assumed to be exposed to construction emissions 24 hours per day, seven 
days per week. This assumption is consistent with the modeled emission rates (24 hours per day, 
7 days per week), even though actual construction operations may occur for fewer than 24 hours 



12 ENVIRON assumed a 20 mile one-way trip length for Construction Hauling, based on CaIEEMod TM  default values, 
if Project-specific data is not available. 
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per day and fewer than 7 days per week. Thus, the annual average concentration need not be 
adjusted. This approach simplifies the model set up, yet does not underestimate exposure since 
ENVIRON is evaluating chronic health risk impacts and follows City-wide HRA Methodology. 



3.3 Risk Characterization Methods for Construction HRA 



The following sections discuss in detail the various components required to conduct the HRA. 



3.3.1 Exposure Assessment 



3.3.1.1 Potentially Exposed Populations 



The Construction HRA conservatively evaluated impacts at the off-site receptors assuming child 
residents. 13  As the residential exposure assumptions are more conservative than those for other 
sensitive receptor types, a conservative approach of considering all receptors as residential 
receptors was used. In addition, for the purposes of the cumulative APEZ analysis, the HRA 
also evaluated impacts at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay assuming a child receptor. 
The impacts at the hospital consider outdoor air concentrations only, although indoor air at 
hospitals is filtered to lower indoor air particulate matter concentrations versus outdoor air. 



3.3.1.2 Exposure Assumptions 



The exposure parameters used to estimate excess lifetime cancer risks for all potentially 
exposed populations for the construction and operation scenarios are based on risk assessment 
guidelines from Cal/EPA (2003) and BAAQMD (2010), unless otherwise noted, and are 
presented in Table 3: Exposure Parameters. 



Table 3: Exposure Parameters 
GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development 
San Francisco, California 



tk 
1xo 



,.j, M’jV\ 
?v 	 fv 



L 



ah 



bt 



c’A 



b 



Exposure Parameter Units 
Construction 



Child Resident Hospital Child 



Daily Breathing Rate (DBR) 1  [L/kg-day] 581 581 



Exposure Time (ET) 2  [hours/24 hours] 24 24 



Exposure Frequency (EF) 3  [days/year] 350 365 



Exposure Duration (ED )4 [years] 2 1 



Averaging Time (AT) [days] 25,550 25,550 



Intake Factor, Inhalation (IF flh ) [m 3/kg-day] 0.016 0.0083 
Notes: 
1. Daily breathing rate for child resident reflects default breathing rate from BMQMD 2010. 
2. Exposure time for child resident reflects default exposure time from BAAQMD 2010. 
3. Exposure frequency for child resident reflects default exposure frequency from BAAQMD 2010. 
4 The exposure duration was assumed to be 2 years for child resident reflecting the actual construction duration. Exposure time was 



conservatively assumed to be 1 year for hospital child. 



Abbreviations: 
BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District; L = liter; kg = kilogram; m 3  = cubic meter 



Reference: 
BAAQMD. 2010. Air Toxics NSR Program Health Risk Screening Analysis (HRSA) Guidelines. January. 



13  As Child Resident exposure assumptions are more conservative than those for Adult Residents, a conservative 
approach of considering all off-site receptors as Child Residents during Construction scenario is used in this HRA. 
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3.3.1.3 Calculation of Intake 



The dose estimated for each exposure pathway is a function of the concentration of a chemical 
and the intake of that chemical. The intake factor for inhalation, IF flh , can be calculated as 
follows: 



lF Iflh  = DBR * ET * EF * ED * CF 



AT 



Where: 



IF flh 	= Intake Factor for Inhalation (m 3/kg-day) 



DBR 	= Daily Breathing Rate (L/kg-day) 



ET 	= Exposure Time (hours/24 hours) 



EF 	= Exposure Frequency (days/year) 



ED 	= Exposure Duration (years) 



AT 	= Averaging Time (days) 



CF 	= Conversion Factor, 0.001 (M3  /L) 



The chemical intake or dose is estimated by multiplying the inhalation intake factor, IF flh , by the 
chemical concentration in air, C. When coupled with the chemical concentration, this calculation 
is mathematically equivalent to the dose algorithm given in Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Hot Spots guidance (Cal/EPA 2003). 



3.3.2 Toxicity Assessment 



The toxicity assessment characterizes the relationship between the magnitude of exposure and 
the nature and magnitude of adverse health effects that may result from such exposure. 



Following City-wide HRA Methodology for cancer risk calculations, ENVIRON included toxicity for 
DPM for all source categories, and additionally included organic gases from on-road gasoline-
powered vehicles. Toxicity values are summarized in Table 4: Carcinogenic Toxicity Values. 
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Table 4: Carcinogenic Toxicity Values 
GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development 
San Francisco, California 



Cancer Potency 



Source Analysis Chemical Factor  



[mg/kg-day]" 



Construction Diesel 
Vehicles Cancer Risk Diesel PM 1.1 



1,3-Butadiene 0.6 



Acetaldehyde 0.01 



Construction 
Gasoline Vehicles Cancer Risk 



Benzene _______________________  0.1 



Ethylbenzene 0.0087 



Formaldehyde 0.021 



Naphthalene 0.12 



Abbreviations: 
ARB: Air Resources Board, Cal/EPA: California Environmental Protection Agency, mg/kg-day: per milligram per kilogram-day; 
OEHHA - Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment; PM: Particulate Matter 



Reference: 
Cal/EPA. 2014. OEHHA/ARB Consolidated Table of Approved Risk Assessment Health Values. July. 



3.3.3 Calculated Age-Specific Sensitivity Factors 



The estimated excess lifetime cancer risks for a resident child were adjusted using the age 
sensitivity factors (ASFs) recommended in the Cal/EPA OEHHA Technical Support Document 
(TSD) (2009) and the cancer risk adjustment factors (CRAF5) recommended by BAAQMD 
(2010). This approach accounts for an "anticipated special sensitivity to carcinogens" of infants 
and children. Cancer risk estimates are weighted by a factor of 10 for exposures that occur from 
the third trimester of pregnancy to two years of age and by a factor of three for exposures that 
occur from two years through 15 years of age. No weighting factor (i.e., an ASF of one, which is 
equivalent to no adjustment) is applied to ages 16 to 70 years. 



3.3.4 Estimation of Cancer Risks 



Excess lifetime cancer risks are estimated as the upper-bound incremental probability that an 
individual will develop cancer over a lifetime as a direct result of exposure to potential 
carcinogens. The estimated risk is expressed as a unitless probability. The cancer risk attributed 
to a chemical is calculated by multiplying the chemical intake or dose at the human exchange 
boundaries (e.g., lungs) by the chemical-specific Cancer Potency Factor (CPF). 



The equation used to calculate the potential excess lifetime cancer risk for the inhalation 
pathway is as follows: 
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Risk flh  =C i  x CF x lF jflh  x CPF x ASF 



Where: 



Riskjflh  = 	Cancer Risk; the incremental probability of an individual 
developing cancer as a result of inhalation exposure to a particular 
potential carcinogen (unitless) 



C i 	 Annual Average Air Concentration for Chemical (pg/rn 3 ) 



CF 	= 	Conversion Factor (mg/pg) 



IF fl h 	 Intake Factor for Inhalation (m 3/kg-day) 



CPF 1  = 	Cancer Potency Factor for Chemical1 
(mg chemical/kg body weight-day)’ 



ASF = 	Age Sensitivity Factor (unitless) 



3.4 Operational Traffic Screening 



BAAQMD on-road traffic tools were used along with Project-specific data to estimate PM 2.5  and 
health-risk impacts from on-road traffic. The BAAQMD San Francisco County Surface Street 
Screening Tables 14  provide screening risk estimates for this level of traffic for north-south 
roadways and east-west roadways in San Francisco County. All traffic generated by the Project 
was assumed to travel along the four segments surrounding the Project Site, resulting in a 
conservative estimate of impacts from mobile sources, as all Project traffic may not take these 
routes. 



3.5 Operational Stationary Sources 



The Project will include new natural gas-fired boilers to provide heating to the proposed arena. 
According to the BAAQMD, 15  non-diesel boilers are regarded as minor, low-impact sources that 
can be excluded from the CEQA process. The Project will also include 5 stationary emergency 
diesel engines which will require stationary source permits from the BAAQMD. BAAQMD Rule 
2-5-302 limits project risks to 10 in one million, so for screening purposes incremental risk from 
the generators is assumed to be 10 in one million. In the worst case, the generators might have 
up to 3 different owners, resulting in 3 permits with risks of up to 10 in one million each, for a 
total potential generator risk of 30 in one million. 



PM 2 . 5  impacts were modeled using the USEPA SCREEN3 model. SCREEN3 is a Gaussian air 
dispersion model that uses a worst-case, not site-specific, meteorological dataset to estimate 
maximum impacts. 	 . 	. 	 REEN3 	man health risk 
anal 
	



al 
eptot 



14  BAAQMD. 2011. Roadway Screening Analysis Tables. December. Available online at: 
http://www. baaqmd.gov/�/media/Files/Planning%2oand%2oResearch/CEQNCounty%2OSurface%2oStreet%2OSc 
reening%20Tables%2ODec%2020 11 .ashx?la=en 



15  BAAQMD. 2012. Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards. Available online at: 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/-/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQAIRisk%20Modeling%20Approach%20Ma  
y%20201 2.ashx?la=en 
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4 Measures to Reduce Project Impacts 
Based on the analysis above, a consultation was conducted with 0011, EP, ESA, and the 
Project sponsor to identify and develop feasible measures that would reduce Project impacts. 
These measures afe.b presnted-as 
rnaasufes include use of construction equipment with EPA Tier 2 engines with Level 3 Verifiable 
Diesel Emission Control Strategy or EPA Tier 4 engines. 
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Average Daily Construction-related Emissions 



Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 



ROG NOx PMio PM25 



Off-road Equipment Emissions 13 175 7.1 7.1 



Truck and Vehicle emissions 14.6 70 1.45 1.34 



Architectural Coating Emissions 39 0 0 0 



Totala 66 246 8.6 8.5 



D*MLTII oresnOld -4.._..... 54 -- 



AvgTlr.hnld? 	_.._ ___________________  



44tgatrtAverage Daily Construction-related Emissions 



Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 



ROG NOx PM1O PM2.5 



Off-road Equipment Emissions 2.5 22 0.37 0.37 



Truck and Vehicle emissions 14.6 70 1.45 1.34 



Architectural Coating Emissions 39 0 0 0 



Totala 56 93 1.8 1.7 



hro’d S4 51 82  - U.QMD - 



No 



Off-road Equipment Emissions 0.52 



a-- 



93 0.59 0.59 



Truck and Vehicle emissions 14.6 70 1.45 1.34 



Architectural Coating Emissions 39 0 0 0 



Totala 54.2 164 2.0 1.9 



4..AQMD Tr,ls4d 94 ___- - 54 



Above Threshold? irs . 











Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions 



Mobile (Project - GSW Trips) 



Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day) 



ROG 



42 



NOx 



108 



PM1O 



77 



PM2.5 



22 



Standby Diesel Generators 0.30 0.97 0.04 0.04 



Boilers 2.1 14 2.9 2.9 



Area Sources 35 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 



Total (Project - GSW Trips) 79 124 80 25 



Tshkt --- 54 82 53 



S}inv T-’1.u14--------- 	-_ Yes_- No  



Mobile (Project - GSW Trips) 



Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year) 



ROG 



7.6 



NOx 



20 



PM10 



14 



PM2.5 



4.0 



Standby Diesel generators 0.055 0.18 0.0072 0.0072 



Boilers 0.38 2.6 0.52 0.52 



Area Sources 6.4 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 



Total (Project - GSW Trips) 14.4 23 14.6 4.5 
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/ 
Source 



Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk 



(in one million) 



PM25  Concentration 



(ig/m3, Annual Average) 



Background (Hospital/Housing) 44/26 8.6/8.5 



Construction Total (Unmitigated/ iMtii) 54/4.0 0.3 ,d ot 
Project Operations - Generators 30 0.055 



Project Operations - Mobile 7.2 0.32 



Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/ 
Construction 8.9/8.7 
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:43:02 PM
Attachments: image002.png


Paul et al.,
 
Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects
photo-shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA
site plan. The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our
NOP site plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences
between the two are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square
footages or other analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.
 
Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design
onto the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency’s sake.
They’ll be able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope
that helps tie things up.
 
As to your other questions:


1.        
a.      See above, no change intended
b.       See above, no change intended
c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project
d.       See above, no change intended
e.      You’re correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made


that move is on a plane right now but I will track down the difference for you
asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event
equipment like a basketball court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink
as the proposed Project’s Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper
Plaza dimensions, I’d guess the northeast stairs are 20’ and the southeast
stairs are 25’. I will have our architects confirm this as well.
 


2.       Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed
Project and the Variant.
 


3.       Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage.
Jose has suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the
current design intent. There would be no change to proposed loading count.
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4.       We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I’ll have our architects hop on that
right away and see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


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


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:
 


1.        Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number
of other changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan
(i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event
center does not extend as far south as the proposed project


b.       For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend
slightly further out towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light
blue (e.g., the atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass
covering.  Are these areas different than what you are proposing for the
proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.       For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains
different features compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2
feet higher) than the gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate
the square footage in size of the gatehouse for Variant vs. the proposed
project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be
paved.  So to confirm, will there be any subsurface infrastructure to
accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location, or to be converted
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to a basketball court, etc. for special events?
g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from


the Main Lower Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.       Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the
Variant are identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1). 


3.       Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.       Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in
the EIR Project Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000
From:Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com) <kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett
(CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com) <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine
Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org) <Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,
 
Here is a link
(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested


for the site plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.



mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0





 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon
for the two scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara
variant. I’m told that the results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site
wind exceedance drops below the existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we
should discuss whether the results from the base project with mitigations are intended
to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The
charts will cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with
wind screens, canopies, etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward
them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the
vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I
have a call with them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early
results. I’ll pass along an update as soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 



mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com





Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind
data ASAP. As of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the
schedule I sent last week. If ESA receives the needed information by COB tomorrow,
they will complete the variant chapter for review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that
will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Lee, Raymond (CII)
Cc: Bridges, George (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Attachment to Memo
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:37:00 PM


Thanks Ray.  Are you ok if I shorten down the RFQ/RFP language since we already included in the
last memo? Here is what I am planning to include.
 
As required under the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement, the GSW shall comply
with the OCII’s Nondiscrimination in Contracts, Minimum Compensation and Health Care
Accountability policies and has 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 GSW identified approximately 40 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. 
 
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 mid- to late this year. To date the GSW have
shortlisted, obtained proposals, and interviewed about 80% of the disciplines needed for this
project, with efforts continuing.  The GSW have awarded 34 of the disciplines thus far,
approximately 50% of which is going to SBEs. For informational purposes, GSW projects
approximately 30% minority-owned business participation and 23% women-owned business
participation, reflecting the diversity of the City and County of San Francisco in its team.  Exhibit FF
provides a list of the proposed team. 
 
During the construction phase of this project, the GSW have expressed their 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.
 
 
Catherine Reilly
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Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Lee, Raymond (CII) 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:16 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Bridges, George (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Attachment to Memo
 
Catherine: for ease of reference, the following is the proposed EOP section in its entirety. I will
provide you the summary list of consultants in a separate email. Thanks  -Ray
 
 
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 GSW
identified approximately 40 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
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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, 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 later this year. To date the GSW have shortlisted, obtained proposals,
and interviewed about 80% of the disciplines needed for this project, with efforts continuing.  The
GSW have awarded 34 of the disciplines thus far, approximately 50% of which is going to SBEs. For
informational purposes, GSW projects approximately 30% minority-owned business participation
and 23% women-owned business participation, reflecting the diversity of the City and County of San
Francisco in its team.  Attached is a summary list of consultants selected to date.
 
While the GSW are continuing to assemble its design and consultant team, OCII’s discussion with the
GSW and 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
opportunities for small businesses that would not otherwise 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.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 4:20 PM
To: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Subject: GSW Attachment to Memo
 
Hi, George/Ray – sorry if you already sent this to me (completely losing with my emails), but if not, I
wanted to see if you could help reformat and confirm the raw data that Clarke sent over for the
GSW memo.  Thanks for your help!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: Alison Kirk
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Henry Hilken; David Vintze; Anthony Fournier
Subject: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:58:00 AM


Jessica,
 
As I mentioned on the telephone, both Anthony and Dave are comfortable basing the cost-
effectiveness of the air quality mitigation measure on  the Vehicle Buy Back program’s average cost
of $12,000/ton of emission reductions. Thus, for the mitigation measure Anthony determined:
 


Proposed mitigation funding:  $620,922 (includes 0.347 CRF factor and 5% admin fee)
Emissions to mitigate:  17.11 TPY of ozone precursors (NOx + ROG)


 
Please let me know if you have any questions. Thanks.
 
Alison Kirk, AICP
Senior Environmental Planner
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109
 
Tel. 415-749-5169
Fax 415-749-4741
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Lo, Ferry (CII)
Subject: Additional MB Posting
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 9:34:00 AM
Attachments: GSW Env Leadership Dev Proj Notice.pdf


Ferry – could you please add the attached file and this sentence to the end of this paragraph on the
MB page?  Thanks
 
Add “Please click HERE for a copy of the Notification of GSW as a Environmental Leadership
Development Project.”
 
 


·         JOBS AND ECONOMIC IMPROVEMENT THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSHIP ACT PROJECT:
The Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Project in Mission Bay has applied for and is
under review by the Governor of California for certification as an “Environmental Leadership Project” and
streamlining under the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to the Jobs and Economic
Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act. An Environmental Leadership Project is a project
that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction and job
creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through
Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended. Please click HERE for a link to the California Office
of Planning and Research for additional information. (FERRY - ADD THE ABOVE SENTENCE HERE)


 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure 



(Successor to the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency) 



One South Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94103 



415.749.2400 



EDWIN M. LEE, Mayor 



Mara Rosales, Chair 
Miguel Bustos 
Manily Mondejar 
Darshan Singh 



Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director 



PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP) 



Date: 
	



May 4, 2015 



Case No.: 
	



Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII): 
ER 2014-919-97 



Planning Department: 2014.1441E 



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



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



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



Blocks Size: 
	



Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres 



Project Sponsor/ 



Applicant: 
	



GSW Arena LLC 



David Kelly 
(510) 986-2200 
dkelly@warriors.com  



Lead Agency: OCII 



Staff Contact: 	Sally Oerth, OCII — (415) 749-2580 
sally.oerth@sfgov.org  



THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 
AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN 
THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW. 











PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE — PRC 
Division 13. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 — 21189.3] 



(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.) 



Chapter 6.5: Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of 
2011 



§21178. 
The Legislature finds and declares all of the following: 
(a) The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in certain regions of the state 



that rate exceeds 13 percent. 
(b) The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of 



the Public Resources Code) requires that the environmental impacts of development projects 
be identified and mitigated. 



(c) The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and comment on the 
environmental impacts of a project and to participate meaningfully in the development of 
mitigation measures for potentially significant environmental impacts. 



(d) There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the state that would replace 
old and outmoded facilities with new job-creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while 
also establishing new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions. 



(e) These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues generated from the projects 
themselves and do not require taxpayer financing. 



(f) These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs during construction and 
thousands of additional permanent jobs once they are constructed and operating. 



(g) These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement nation-leading 
innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic, air quality, and other significant 
environmental impacts, and fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from 
passenger vehicle trips attributed to the project. 



(h)These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to other comparable projects 
in the United States. 



(i) The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented streamlining benefits under the 
California Environmental Quality Act for projects that provide the benefits described above 
for a limited period of time to put people to work as soon as possible. 



§21180. 
For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings: 
(a) "Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a person or entity that 



undertakes a public works project, that proposes a project and its successors, heirs, and 
assignees. 



(b) "Environmental leadership development project," "leadership project," or "project" means a 
project as described in Section 21065 that is one the following: 
(1) A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use 



project that is certified as LEED silver or better by the United States Green Building 
Council and, where applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for 
transportation efficiency than for comparable projects. These projects must be located on 
an infill site. For a project that is within a metropolitan planning organization for which a 
sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, the infill 
project shall be consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity, 
and applicable policies specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities 
strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the State Air Resources Board, 
pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the 
Government Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's determination 
that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy would, if 
implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 
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(2) A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity exclusively through wind or 
solar, but not including waste incineration or conversion. 



(3) A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures products, equipment, or 
components used for renewable energy generation, energy efficiency, or for the 
production of clean alternative fuel vehicles. 



(c) "Transportation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or 
customers of the residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational 
use project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers. 



§21181. 
This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify a project as an 
environmental leadership development project eligible for streamlining provided pursuant to this 
chapter prior to January 1, 2016. 



§21182. 
A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the Governor for certification 
that the leadership project is eligible for streamlining provided by this chapter. The person shall 
supply evidence and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a decision on the 
application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the public at least 15 days before 
the Governor certifies a project pursuant to this chapter. 



§21183. 
The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if all the 
following conditions are met: 
(a) The project will result in a minimum investment of one hundred million dollars 



($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction. 
(b) The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages 



and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and helps reduce 
unemployment. For purposes of this subdivision, "jobs that pay prevailing wages" means that 
all construction workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the 
general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic area, as 
determined by the Director of Industrial Relations pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the 
Labor Code. If the project is certified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include this 
requirement in all contracts for the performance of the work. 



(c) The project does not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including 
greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air 
Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health 
and Safety Code. 



(d) The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation 
measures required pursuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be 
conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the 
lead agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of environmental 
mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will 
be monitored and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation. 



(e) The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding 
any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed 
appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided 
in the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (f) of 
Section 21185. 



(f) The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the 
project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a 
form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project. 
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§21184. 
(a) The Governor may certify a project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if it complies 



with the conditions specified in Section 21183. 
(b) (1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a determination that each of the 



conditions specified in Section 21183 has been met. These findings are not subject to 
judicial review. 



(2) (A) If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible for streamlining 
pursuant to this chapter, he or she shall submit that determination, and any supporting 
information, to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and concurrence or 
nonconcurrence. 



(B)Within 30 days of receiving the determination, the Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee shall concur or nonconcur in writing on the determination. 



(C)If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or nonconcur on a 
determination by the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership project 
is deemed to be certified. 



(c) The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and certification of projects 
pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to 
the rulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing 
with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code). 



§21185. 
On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to establish procedures 
applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul the 
certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership development 
project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any project approvals 
that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals therefrom, be resolved, 
within 270 days of certification of the record of proceedings pursuant to Section 21186. 



§21186. 
Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the administrative record for a 
leadership project certified by the Governor shall be performed in the following manner: 
(a) The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record pursuant to this 



division concurrently with the administrative process. 
(b) All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record shall be posted on, and 



be downloadable from, an Internet Web site maintained by the lead agency commencing with 
the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report. 



(c) The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format 
the draft environmental impact report and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, 
the lead agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report. 



(d) A document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the 
release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part of the record of the proceedings 
shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five 
business days after the document is released or received by the lead agency. 



(e) The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to be submitted in a readily 
accessible electronic format, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily 
accessible electronic format within five days of its receipt. 



(f) Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not in an electronic 
format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic format 
and make it available to the public in that format. 



(g) Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted to or relied on by the 
lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are 
not required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright- 
protected documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an 
electronic format no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report, 
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or within five business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead agency after 
the release of the draft environmental impact report. The index must specify the libraries or 
lead agency offices in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public 
review. 



(h) The lead agency shall certify the final administrative record within five days of its approval of 
the project. 



(i) Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved by the superior court. 
Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a party disputing the content of the record shall 
file a motion to augment the record at the time it files its initial brief. 



(j) The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision (e) of Section 
21167.6. 



§21187. 
Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership development project 
pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the applicant's expense, issue a public notice in no 
less than 12-point type stating the following: 



"THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH 
PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING 
THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED 
IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW." 



The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for public notices issued 
pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 21092. 



§21188. 
The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter or its application is 
held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect any other provision or application that can be 
given effect without the invalid provision or application. 



§21189. 
Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this chapter affects the duty of 
any party to comply with this division. 



§21189.1. 
If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified by the Governor 
pursuant to this chapter, then the certification expires and is no longer valid. 



§21189.2. 
The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 2017, on the effects of 
this chapter on the administration of justice. 



§21189.3 
This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed unless a 
later enacted statute extends or repeals that date. 



Date 	 Tiff 



s-- 
e, Executive Director 



Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 	 5 
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20:26 PM


Clarke:
 
Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:
 


1.        Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number
of other changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan
(i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event
center does not extend as far south as the proposed project


b.       For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend
slightly further out towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light
blue (e.g., the atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass
covering.  Are these areas different than what you are proposing for the
proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.       For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains
different features compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2
feet higher) than the gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate
the square footage in size of the gatehouse for Variant vs. the proposed
project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be
paved.  So to confirm, will there be any subsurface infrastructure to
accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location, or to be converted
to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from
the Main Lower Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.       Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the
Variant are identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).  


3.       Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.       Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in
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the EIR Project Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000
From:Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com) <kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett
(CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com) <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine
Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org) <Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,
 
Here is a link
(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested


for the site plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon
for the two scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara
variant. I’m told that the results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site
wind exceedance drops below the existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we
should discuss whether the results from the base project with mitigations are intended
to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
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From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The
charts will cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with
wind screens, canopies, etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward
them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the
vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I
have a call with them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early
results. I’ll pass along an update as soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
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Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind
data ASAP. As of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the
schedule I sent last week. If ESA receives the needed information by COB tomorrow,
they will complete the variant chapter for review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that
will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Clarke Miller; Paul Mitchell; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy,


Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:36:34 PM


I am available any time before 1PM tomorrow.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:36 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Paul Mitchell; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam
(ECN); Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Tomorrow at 11:00 works for me if that’s a better time for others.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:33 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
I’m booked until 11am tomorrow, but if Kate and Mary are available at 9am, I can be sure they’re
up-to-speed on these items prior to the call so you can proceed at 9am.
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:31 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam
(ECN); Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
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Hi all,
We’d like to schedule a call ASAP to discuss where we’re at on the variant and on the new wind data
for both the project and the variant. We also need to discuss the schedule for reviewing and
certifying the admin record per the AB900 requirements.
 
Please let me know if you’re available at 9:00 tomorrow morning.
Thanks
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:
 


1.        Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number
of other changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan
(i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event
center does not extend as far south as the proposed project


b.       For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend
slightly further out towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light
blue (e.g., the atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass
covering.  Are these areas different than what you are proposing for the
proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.       For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains
different features compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2
feet higher) than the gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate
the square footage in size of the gatehouse for Variant vs. the proposed
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project.
f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be


paved.  So to confirm, will there be any subsurface infrastructure to
accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location, or to be converted
to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from
the Main Lower Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.       Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the
Variant are identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1). 


3.       Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.       Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in
the EIR Project Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000
From:Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com) <kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett
(CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com) <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine
Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org) <Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


 


Team,
 
Here is a link
(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested
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for the site plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon
for the two scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara
variant. I’m told that the results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site
wind exceedance drops below the existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we
should discuss whether the results from the base project with mitigations are intended
to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The
charts will cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with
wind screens, canopies, etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward
them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the
vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I
have a call with them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early
results. I’ll pass along an update as soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
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Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind
data ASAP. As of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the
schedule I sent last week. If ESA receives the needed information by COB tomorrow,
they will complete the variant chapter for review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that
will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20:28 PM


Clarke:
 
Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:
 


1.        Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number
of other changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan
(i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event
center does not extend as far south as the proposed project


b.       For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend
slightly further out towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light
blue (e.g., the atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass
covering.  Are these areas different than what you are proposing for the
proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.       For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains
different features compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2
feet higher) than the gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate
the square footage in size of the gatehouse for Variant vs. the proposed
project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be
paved.  So to confirm, will there be any subsurface infrastructure to
accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location, or to be converted
to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from
the Main Lower Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.       Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the
Variant are identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).  


3.       Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.       Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in
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the EIR Project Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000
From:Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com) <kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett
(CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com) <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine
Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org) <Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,
 
Here is a link
(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested


for the site plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon
for the two scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara
variant. I’m told that the results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site
wind exceedance drops below the existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we
should discuss whether the results from the base project with mitigations are intended
to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
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From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The
charts will cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with
wind screens, canopies, etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward
them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the
vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I
have a call with them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early
results. I’ll pass along an update as soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
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Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind
data ASAP. As of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the
schedule I sent last week. If ESA receives the needed information by COB tomorrow,
they will complete the variant chapter for review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that
will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Kate Aufhauser"; Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; "Mallory Shure"; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke Miller;


richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 1:19:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Yes, that is fine.  I saw a meeting invite go out for Wednesday afternoon – I responded that I have a CAC meeting that
night, so won’t be able to start for the entire meeting.  Not sure that we should reschedule, however.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE
ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 12:26 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
 
Thanks Catherine. Can we set that conversation re: Commission hearing for Wednesday afternoon, or Thursday
morning? For obvious reasons (CEQA deadline) Clarke and I are trying not to schedule too much before then.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 5:53 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
 
Thanks all for the work.  I didn’t have a chance to review all of the attachments, but the definitely looked like they were
heading in the right direction, so included them in the memo I gave Tiffany to review over the weekend.  Attached is a
redline of the memo based on the changes that came back from the GSW (so, OCII and OEWD changes back).  The
biggest change was adding a couple new areas to work on. 


Monday I will give more detail instructions on the attachments and we should set up a time to talk later in the week
about the presentation to the OCII Commission.  Plan on 30 minutes total for the entire design.  Adam will be doing the
Event Management and needs 16 minutes.  I’ll start out with a similar intro as the last go around, but will be talking
much less since I won’t be going over the TMP.  All, in all, a 50 minute MAX presentation is what we are aiming for. 
Since we have so much to cover, I’d like to get all the folks doing the actual presentation on the phone later in the week
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once there is a draft PPT to review to go over things.  I apologize ahead of time, but we will not be able to have every
design team member have a speaking part, though will make sure to recognize everyone.
 
Have a great weekend and more to come next week.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE
ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 3:33 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
 
Apparently neither of my emails w/ the materials listed below went through (file size). Please use the links below to
access the relevant items:
 
Memo comment:
https://www.dropbox.com/s/s1g5myv97qed50w/2015.05.08_MBS%20GSW%20SD%20Workshop%20Memo_Draft_GSW-
Combined-Comment.docx?dl=0
 
Gatehouse narrative: https://www.dropbox.com/s/1v2itpx32pynvt8/2015.05.06_GATEHOUSE%20NARRATIVE.docx?dl=0
 
Exhibits: https://www.dropbox.com/s/q4ep39tl3we228h/2015.05.08_Commissions_Book_PartI_ForOCII.pdf?dl=0
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 3:18 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (ADM)'; Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
 
Catherine:
 
- Memo comments from GSW (+design teams) are attached.  I am also including the text of the Gatehouse Design
Narrative that will be rolled into the next full BC/SD submission – just in case you want to use any of this additional
description to augment what you already have. Clarke will respond directly re: the square footage numbers you have
highlighted here (I have corrected a few other figures and stats but all SF info is getting streamlined through him).
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- The first round of exhibits (site plans and materials) en route in 5 – taking longer than anticipated to export. Once it
goes through let me know if there are edits required and our design team will coordinate on those ASAP.  The 3D
concept images/renderings will come in Monday midday, as discussed.
 
Thanks!
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 8:32 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo
Subject: Draft Memo
 
Here is the draft memo for folks to review and help fill in blanks.  I have not let this sit overnight, so certain there will be
typos.  We have several people that will be reviewing this, so expect changes.  Also, provide all comments in redline.  I
would appreciate if someone from the GSW team could pull together all the team’s comments so that I don’t end up
with 10 docs to merge in.
 
Thanks
 
PS – I have some meetings today and will look at the site plans when I get back. 
 
(Curses – forgot to hit send on this last night)
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE
ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Lo, Ferry (CII)
Subject: Additional MB Posting
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 9:34:00 AM
Attachments: GSW Env Leadership Dev Proj Notice.pdf


Ferry – could you please add the attached file and this sentence to the end of this paragraph on the
MB page?  Thanks
 
Add “Please click HERE for a copy of the Notification of GSW as a Environmental Leadership
Development Project.”
 
 


·         JOBS AND ECONOMIC IMPROVEMENT THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSHIP ACT PROJECT:
The Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Project in Mission Bay has applied for and is
under review by the Governor of California for certification as an “Environmental Leadership Project” and
streamlining under the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to the Jobs and Economic
Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act. An Environmental Leadership Project is a project
that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction and job
creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through
Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended. Please click HERE for a link to the California Office
of Planning and Research for additional information. (FERRY - ADD THE ABOVE SENTENCE HERE)


 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure 



(Successor to the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency) 



One South Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94103 



415.749.2400 



EDWIN M. LEE, Mayor 



Mara Rosales, Chair 
Miguel Bustos 
Manily Mondejar 
Darshan Singh 



Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director 



PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP) 



Date: 
	



May 4, 2015 



Case No.: 
	



Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII): 
ER 2014-919-97 



Planning Department: 2014.1441E 



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



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



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



Blocks Size: 
	



Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres 



Project Sponsor/ 



Applicant: 
	



GSW Arena LLC 



David Kelly 
(510) 986-2200 
dkelly@warriors.com  



Lead Agency: OCII 



Staff Contact: 	Sally Oerth, OCII — (415) 749-2580 
sally.oerth@sfgov.org  



THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 
AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN 
THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW. 











PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE — PRC 
Division 13. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 — 21189.3] 



(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.) 



Chapter 6.5: Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of 
2011 



§21178. 
The Legislature finds and declares all of the following: 
(a) The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in certain regions of the state 



that rate exceeds 13 percent. 
(b) The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of 



the Public Resources Code) requires that the environmental impacts of development projects 
be identified and mitigated. 



(c) The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and comment on the 
environmental impacts of a project and to participate meaningfully in the development of 
mitigation measures for potentially significant environmental impacts. 



(d) There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the state that would replace 
old and outmoded facilities with new job-creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while 
also establishing new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions. 



(e) These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues generated from the projects 
themselves and do not require taxpayer financing. 



(f) These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs during construction and 
thousands of additional permanent jobs once they are constructed and operating. 



(g) These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement nation-leading 
innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic, air quality, and other significant 
environmental impacts, and fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from 
passenger vehicle trips attributed to the project. 



(h)These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to other comparable projects 
in the United States. 



(i) The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented streamlining benefits under the 
California Environmental Quality Act for projects that provide the benefits described above 
for a limited period of time to put people to work as soon as possible. 



§21180. 
For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings: 
(a) "Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a person or entity that 



undertakes a public works project, that proposes a project and its successors, heirs, and 
assignees. 



(b) "Environmental leadership development project," "leadership project," or "project" means a 
project as described in Section 21065 that is one the following: 
(1) A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use 



project that is certified as LEED silver or better by the United States Green Building 
Council and, where applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for 
transportation efficiency than for comparable projects. These projects must be located on 
an infill site. For a project that is within a metropolitan planning organization for which a 
sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, the infill 
project shall be consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity, 
and applicable policies specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities 
strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the State Air Resources Board, 
pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the 
Government Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's determination 
that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy would, if 
implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 
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(2) A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity exclusively through wind or 
solar, but not including waste incineration or conversion. 



(3) A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures products, equipment, or 
components used for renewable energy generation, energy efficiency, or for the 
production of clean alternative fuel vehicles. 



(c) "Transportation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or 
customers of the residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational 
use project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers. 



§21181. 
This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify a project as an 
environmental leadership development project eligible for streamlining provided pursuant to this 
chapter prior to January 1, 2016. 



§21182. 
A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the Governor for certification 
that the leadership project is eligible for streamlining provided by this chapter. The person shall 
supply evidence and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a decision on the 
application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the public at least 15 days before 
the Governor certifies a project pursuant to this chapter. 



§21183. 
The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if all the 
following conditions are met: 
(a) The project will result in a minimum investment of one hundred million dollars 



($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction. 
(b) The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages 



and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and helps reduce 
unemployment. For purposes of this subdivision, "jobs that pay prevailing wages" means that 
all construction workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the 
general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic area, as 
determined by the Director of Industrial Relations pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the 
Labor Code. If the project is certified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include this 
requirement in all contracts for the performance of the work. 



(c) The project does not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including 
greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air 
Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health 
and Safety Code. 



(d) The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation 
measures required pursuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be 
conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the 
lead agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of environmental 
mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will 
be monitored and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation. 



(e) The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding 
any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed 
appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided 
in the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (f) of 
Section 21185. 



(f) The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the 
project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a 
form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project. 
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§21184. 
(a) The Governor may certify a project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if it complies 



with the conditions specified in Section 21183. 
(b) (1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a determination that each of the 



conditions specified in Section 21183 has been met. These findings are not subject to 
judicial review. 



(2) (A) If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible for streamlining 
pursuant to this chapter, he or she shall submit that determination, and any supporting 
information, to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and concurrence or 
nonconcurrence. 



(B)Within 30 days of receiving the determination, the Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee shall concur or nonconcur in writing on the determination. 



(C)If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or nonconcur on a 
determination by the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership project 
is deemed to be certified. 



(c) The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and certification of projects 
pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to 
the rulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing 
with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code). 



§21185. 
On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to establish procedures 
applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul the 
certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership development 
project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any project approvals 
that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals therefrom, be resolved, 
within 270 days of certification of the record of proceedings pursuant to Section 21186. 



§21186. 
Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the administrative record for a 
leadership project certified by the Governor shall be performed in the following manner: 
(a) The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record pursuant to this 



division concurrently with the administrative process. 
(b) All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record shall be posted on, and 



be downloadable from, an Internet Web site maintained by the lead agency commencing with 
the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report. 



(c) The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format 
the draft environmental impact report and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, 
the lead agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report. 



(d) A document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the 
release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part of the record of the proceedings 
shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five 
business days after the document is released or received by the lead agency. 



(e) The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to be submitted in a readily 
accessible electronic format, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily 
accessible electronic format within five days of its receipt. 



(f) Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not in an electronic 
format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic format 
and make it available to the public in that format. 



(g) Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted to or relied on by the 
lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are 
not required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright- 
protected documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an 
electronic format no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report, 
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or within five business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead agency after 
the release of the draft environmental impact report. The index must specify the libraries or 
lead agency offices in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public 
review. 



(h) The lead agency shall certify the final administrative record within five days of its approval of 
the project. 



(i) Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved by the superior court. 
Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a party disputing the content of the record shall 
file a motion to augment the record at the time it files its initial brief. 



(j) The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision (e) of Section 
21167.6. 



§21187. 
Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership development project 
pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the applicant's expense, issue a public notice in no 
less than 12-point type stating the following: 



"THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH 
PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING 
THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED 
IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW." 



The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for public notices issued 
pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 21092. 



§21188. 
The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter or its application is 
held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect any other provision or application that can be 
given effect without the invalid provision or application. 



§21189. 
Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this chapter affects the duty of 
any party to comply with this division. 



§21189.1. 
If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified by the Governor 
pursuant to this chapter, then the certification expires and is no longer valid. 



§21189.2. 
The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 2017, on the effects of 
this chapter on the administration of justice. 



§21189.3 
This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed unless a 
later enacted statute extends or repeals that date. 



Date 	 Tiff 



s-- 
e, Executive Director 
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From: Sallaberry, Mike
To: Beaupre, David (PRT); Eric Womeldorff; Sarah Nadiranto
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Miller, Erin (MTA); Kern, Chris (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Clarke Miller; Kate


Aufhauser; Molly Hayes; Bob Grandy
Subject: RE: Terry Francois Blvd Concept-Level Figures
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 12:23:27 PM
Attachments: image001.png


TFB conceptual design, MSallaberry comments, 5-12-15.pdf


Hi everyone,
Attached are my comments on the designs. I think they look good and that we’re heading in the
right direction. Let me know if you have any questions or want to discuss any of these comments.
 
I didn’t include TFB/South, but the design changes would be similar (as applicable) to those made at


TFB/16th.
 
Thanks,
Mike
 
*** Please note that I will be out of the office starting May 14th, returning May 26th. ***
 
Michael Sallaberry, PE
Livable Streets Subdivision
 


 SFMTA | Municipal Transportation Agency
Sustainable Streets Division
One South Van Ness Ave, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 701-4563 | (415) 701-4343 fax
mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com
www.sfmta.com
 
FOLLOW US ON: FACEBOOK OR TWITTER
Join BikeShare! www.bayareabikeshare.com
 
 


From: Sallaberry, Mike 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 5:02 PM
To: Beaupre, David
Cc: Eric Womeldorff; Reilly, Catherine; Miller, Erin; Kern, Chris; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Clarke
Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Molly Hayes; Bob Grandy; Sarah Nadiranto
Subject: Re: Terry Francois Blvd Concept-Level Figures
 
Great, overall I think they look good too but will submit comments this week. 


Sent from my iPhone


On May 6, 2015, at 4:01 PM, "Beaupre, David (PRT)" <david.beaupre@sfport.com> wrote:


The proposals look good for the Port
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Thank you,
 
David Beaupre
Port of San Francisco
Pier 1
San Francisco CA 94111
415-274-0539
 
 
 


From: Eric Womeldorff [mailto:E.Womeldorff@fehrandpeers.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 1:17 PM
To: Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Beaupre, David (PRT); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Miller, Erin (MTA); Kern, Chris (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Clarke Miller; Kate
Aufhauser; Molly Hayes; Bob Grandy; Sarah Nadiranto
Subject: Terry Francois Blvd Concept-Level Figures
 
Mike/David/Catherine,
 


Please find concept-level figures for the intersections of TFB/South, TFB/16th, and
TFB/Illinois/Mariposa attached. You’ll find that they each include proposed dimensions,
crossing treatments, and phasing diagrams.
 
As a reminder, these were developed in two meetings in April. Mike, representing


SFMTA, took the lead on the design of TFB/16th, but OCII and Planning were also
present and contributing feedback. As the meeting concluded, we decided that


TFB/South would mimic the elements agreed upon for TFB/16th. At a separate meeting
the following week, Mike met with Fehr & Peers to develop the concept for
TFB/Illinois/Mariposa.
 
Per Mike’s earlier message, once the designs are signed off by the appropriate
agencies, they can be passed onto MBDG for inclusion in their construction drawings.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
 
-Eric
 
<image001.png>
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From: corinnewoods@cs.com
To: fweld@SFGIANTS.com
Cc: Williamson, Phil (PRT); AFELDER@SFGIANTS.com; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: CAC - Mission Rock
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:07:05 AM


Only problem I see with June is that the Warriors Draft EIR will be out 6/3, and we may need to devote
a great deal of the meeting to Warriors stuff.  We're also getting a presentation in June on the NRG
Potrero Power Plant .  Plus, we're losing Catherine Reilly the end of May.   Are you sure you can't do
this Thursday?  It's a light agenda and I think it would be good politics to come to the community
before you start gathering signatures for the ballot.


Need to get the agenda out TODAY, so let us know ASAP.


Thanks,


Corinne


-----Original Message-----
From: Weld, Fran <fweld@SFGIANTS.com>
To: corinnewoods <corinnewoods@cs.com>
Cc: phil.williamson <phil.williamson@sfport.com>; Felder, Alfonso <AFELDER@SFGIANTS.com>;
catherine.reilly <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Sent: Mon, May 11, 2015 10:51 am
Subject: RE: CAC - Mission Rock


Corinne,
 
Thanks so much. Unfortunately this week is a bit tough for us. Do you have any space on the June
agenda?
 
Fran
 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 5:17 PM
To: Weld, Fran
Cc: phil.williamson@sfport.com; Felder, Alfonso; catherine.reilly@sfgov.org
Subject: Re: CAC - Mission Rock
 
If you can come to the Thursday, May 14th MBCAC meeting, let us know early Monday so we can get
the agenda posted.


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Weld, Fran <fweld@SFGIANTS.com>; corinnewoods <corinnewoods@cs.com>
Cc: Williamson, Phil (PRT) (PRT) <phil.williamson@sfport.com>; Felder, Alfonso
<AFELDER@SFGIANTS.com>
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Sent: Fri, May 8, 2015 4:37 pm
Subject: RE: CAC - Mission Rock


Would you like to present on this coming Thursday’s CAC meeting?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING
MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT
DATE
 
From: Weld, Fran [mailto:fweld@SFGIANTS.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 4:20 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); corinnewoods@cs.com
Cc: Williamson, Phil (PRT); Felder, Alfonso
Subject: CAC - Mission Rock
 
Hi Corinne and Catherine:
 
As you may have heard, this week the Giants announced our intention to bring the Mission Rock
project to the voters this November. We would very much appreciate the opportunity to
present/converse at the next available MBCAC meeting.
 
Let me know when you have space on the calendar, thanks!
Fran
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From: Weld, Fran
To: corinnewoods@cs.com
Cc: Williamson, Phil (PRT); Felder, Alfonso; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: CAC - Mission Rock
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 12:31:32 PM


Corinne,


Thanks for the follow up. We can make Thursday work as that sounds best for your
agendas. 


Fran 


On May 11, 2015, at 11:08 AM, "corinnewoods@cs.com" <corinnewoods@cs.com>
wrote:


Only problem I see with June is that the Warriors Draft EIR will be out 6/3, and we may
need to devote a great deal of the meeting to Warriors stuff.  We're also getting a
presentation in June on the NRG Potrero Power Plant .  Plus, we're losing Catherine
Reilly the end of May.   Are you sure you can't do this Thursday?  It's a light agenda and
I think it would be good politics to come to the community before you start gathering
signatures for the ballot.


Need to get the agenda out TODAY, so let us know ASAP.


Thanks,


Corinne


-----Original Message-----
From: Weld, Fran <fweld@SFGIANTS.com>
To: corinnewoods <corinnewoods@cs.com>
Cc: phil.williamson <phil.williamson@sfport.com>; Felder, Alfonso
<AFELDER@SFGIANTS.com>; catherine.reilly <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Sent: Mon, May 11, 2015 10:51 am
Subject: RE: CAC - Mission Rock


Corinne,
 
Thanks so much. Unfortunately this week is a bit tough for us. Do you have any space
on the June agenda?
 
Fran
 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 5:17 PM
To: Weld, Fran
Cc: phil.williamson@sfport.com; Felder, Alfonso; catherine.reilly@sfgov.org
Subject: Re: CAC - Mission Rock
 
If you can come to the Thursday, May 14th MBCAC meeting, let us know early Monday
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so we can get the agenda posted.


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Weld, Fran <fweld@SFGIANTS.com>; corinnewoods <corinnewoods@cs.com>
Cc: Williamson, Phil (PRT) (PRT) <phil.williamson@sfport.com>; Felder, Alfonso
<AFELDER@SFGIANTS.com>
Sent: Fri, May 8, 2015 4:37 pm
Subject: RE: CAC - Mission Rock


Would you like to present on this coming Thursday’s CAC meeting?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY
OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT
INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 
From: Weld, Fran [mailto:fweld@SFGIANTS.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 4:20 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); corinnewoods@cs.com
Cc: Williamson, Phil (PRT); Felder, Alfonso
Subject: CAC - Mission Rock
 
Hi Corinne and Catherine:
 
As you may have heard, this week the Giants announced our intention to bring the
Mission Rock project to the voters this November. We would very much appreciate the
opportunity to present/converse at the next available MBCAC meeting.
 
Let me know when you have space on the calendar, thanks!
Fran
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From: Eric Womeldorff
To: Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Beaupre, David (PRT); Miller, Erin (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC);


wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Sarah Nadiranto; Bob Grandy
Subject: RE: Terry Francois Blvd Concept-Level Figures
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 6:26:36 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Thanks, Mike.
 
This brings up a good question with re: to the dimensions – who has the authority to alter them at
this stage? Are the dimensions of the cycle track, barrier, approach lanes under SFMTA’s purview, or
does OCII, Planning, and SF Port also need to be on board?
 
I just want to make sure that we’re not changing a number late in the game that was agreed upon
through an iterative process or is otherwise restricted.
 
Thanks,
 
-Eric


From: Sallaberry, Mike [mailto:Mike.Sallaberry@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 12:23 PM
To: Beaupre, David; Eric Womeldorff; Sarah Nadiranto
Cc: Reilly, Catherine; Miller, Erin; Kern, Chris; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Clarke Miller; Kate
Aufhauser; Molly Hayes; Bob Grandy
Subject: RE: Terry Francois Blvd Concept-Level Figures
 
Hi everyone,
Attached are my comments on the designs. I think they look good and that we’re heading in the
right direction. Let me know if you have any questions or want to discuss any of these comments.
 
I didn’t include TFB/South, but the design changes would be similar (as applicable) to those made at


TFB/16th.
 
Thanks,
Mike
 
*** Please note that I will be out of the office starting May 14th, returning May 26th. ***
 
Michael Sallaberry, PE
Livable Streets Subdivision
 


 SFMTA | Municipal Transportation Agency
Sustainable Streets Division
One South Van Ness Ave, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 701-4563 | (415) 701-4343 fax
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mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com
www.sfmta.com
 
FOLLOW US ON: FACEBOOK OR TWITTER
Join BikeShare! www.bayareabikeshare.com
 
 


From: Sallaberry, Mike 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 5:02 PM
To: Beaupre, David
Cc: Eric Womeldorff; Reilly, Catherine; Miller, Erin; Kern, Chris; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Clarke
Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Molly Hayes; Bob Grandy; Sarah Nadiranto
Subject: Re: Terry Francois Blvd Concept-Level Figures
 
Great, overall I think they look good too but will submit comments this week. 


Sent from my iPhone


On May 6, 2015, at 4:01 PM, "Beaupre, David (PRT)" <david.beaupre@sfport.com> wrote:


The proposals look good for the Port
 
Thank you,
 
David Beaupre
Port of San Francisco
Pier 1
San Francisco CA 94111
415-274-0539
 
 
 


From: Eric Womeldorff [mailto:E.Womeldorff@fehrandpeers.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 1:17 PM
To: Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Beaupre, David (PRT); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Miller, Erin (MTA); Kern, Chris (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Clarke Miller; Kate
Aufhauser; Molly Hayes; Bob Grandy; Sarah Nadiranto
Subject: Terry Francois Blvd Concept-Level Figures
 
Mike/David/Catherine,
 


Please find concept-level figures for the intersections of TFB/South, TFB/16th, and
TFB/Illinois/Mariposa attached. You’ll find that they each include proposed dimensions,
crossing treatments, and phasing diagrams.
 
As a reminder, these were developed in two meetings in April. Mike, representing


SFMTA, took the lead on the design of TFB/16th, but OCII and Planning were also
present and contributing feedback. As the meeting concluded, we decided that
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TFB/South would mimic the elements agreed upon for TFB/16th. At a separate meeting
the following week, Mike met with Fehr & Peers to develop the concept for
TFB/Illinois/Mariposa.
 
Per Mike’s earlier message, once the designs are signed off by the appropriate
agencies, they can be passed onto MBDG for inclusion in their construction drawings.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
 
-Eric
 
<image001.png>
 








From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; "Mallory Shure"; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke Miller;


richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 12:26:10 PM
Attachments: image002.png


image003.png


Thanks Catherine. Can we set that conversation re: Commission hearing for Wednesday afternoon, or Thursday
morning? For obvious reasons (CEQA deadline) Clarke and I are trying not to schedule too much before then.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 5:53 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
 
Thanks all for the work.  I didn’t have a chance to review all of the attachments, but the definitely looked like they were
heading in the right direction, so included them in the memo I gave Tiffany to review over the weekend.  Attached is a
redline of the memo based on the changes that came back from the GSW (so, OCII and OEWD changes back).  The
biggest change was adding a couple new areas to work on. 


Monday I will give more detail instructions on the attachments and we should set up a time to talk later in the week
about the presentation to the OCII Commission.  Plan on 30 minutes total for the entire design.  Adam will be doing the
Event Management and needs 16 minutes.  I’ll start out with a similar intro as the last go around, but will be talking
much less since I won’t be going over the TMP.  All, in all, a 50 minute MAX presentation is what we are aiming for. 
Since we have so much to cover, I’d like to get all the folks doing the actual presentation on the phone later in the week
once there is a draft PPT to review to go over things.  I apologize ahead of time, but we will not be able to have every
design team member have a speaking part, though will make sure to recognize everyone.
 
Have a great weekend and more to come next week.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE
ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 3:33 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
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Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
 
Apparently neither of my emails w/ the materials listed below went through (file size). Please use the links below to
access the relevant items:
 
Memo comment:
https://www.dropbox.com/s/s1g5myv97qed50w/2015.05.08_MBS%20GSW%20SD%20Workshop%20Memo_Draft_GSW-
Combined-Comment.docx?dl=0
 
Gatehouse narrative: https://www.dropbox.com/s/1v2itpx32pynvt8/2015.05.06_GATEHOUSE%20NARRATIVE.docx?dl=0
 
Exhibits: https://www.dropbox.com/s/q4ep39tl3we228h/2015.05.08_Commissions_Book_PartI_ForOCII.pdf?dl=0
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 3:18 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (ADM)'; Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
 
Catherine:
 
- Memo comments from GSW (+design teams) are attached.  I am also including the text of the Gatehouse Design
Narrative that will be rolled into the next full BC/SD submission – just in case you want to use any of this additional
description to augment what you already have. Clarke will respond directly re: the square footage numbers you have
highlighted here (I have corrected a few other figures and stats but all SF info is getting streamlined through him).
 
- The first round of exhibits (site plans and materials) en route in 5 – taking longer than anticipated to export. Once it
goes through let me know if there are edits required and our design team will coordinate on those ASAP.  The 3D
concept images/renderings will come in Monday midday, as discussed.
 
Thanks!
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 8:32 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo
Subject: Draft Memo
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Here is the draft memo for folks to review and help fill in blanks.  I have not let this sit overnight, so certain there will be
typos.  We have several people that will be reviewing this, so expect changes.  Also, provide all comments in redline.  I
would appreciate if someone from the GSW team could pull together all the team’s comments so that I don’t end up
with 10 docs to merge in.
 
Thanks
 
PS – I have some meetings today and will look at the site plans when I get back. 
 
(Curses – forgot to hit send on this last night)
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE
ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Clarke Miller; Paul Mitchell; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);


Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:35:41 PM


Tomorrow at 11:00 works for me if that’s a better time for others.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:33 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
I’m booked until 11am tomorrow, but if Kate and Mary are available at 9am, I can be sure they’re
up-to-speed on these items prior to the call so you can proceed at 9am.
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:31 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam
(ECN); Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Hi all,
We’d like to schedule a call ASAP to discuss where we’re at on the variant and on the new wind data
for both the project and the variant. We also need to discuss the schedule for reviewing and
certifying the admin record per the AB900 requirements.
 
Please let me know if you’re available at 9:00 tomorrow morning.
Thanks
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=DE60665E3EBB43CF95F7AEC0F6E03AA8-CHRIS KERN

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

mailto:[mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]





Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:
 


1.        Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number
of other changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan
(i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event
center does not extend as far south as the proposed project


b.       For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend
slightly further out towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light
blue (e.g., the atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass
covering.  Are these areas different than what you are proposing for the
proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.       For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains
different features compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2
feet higher) than the gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate
the square footage in size of the gatehouse for Variant vs. the proposed
project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be
paved.  So to confirm, will there be any subsurface infrastructure to
accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location, or to be converted
to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from
the Main Lower Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.       Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the
Variant are identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1). 


3.       Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.       Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in
the EIR Project Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800







San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000
From:Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com) <kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett
(CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com) <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine
Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org) <Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


 


Team,
 
Here is a link
(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested


for the site plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon
for the two scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara
variant. I’m told that the results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site
wind exceedance drops below the existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we
should discuss whether the results from the base project with mitigations are intended
to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
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Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The
charts will cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with
wind screens, canopies, etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward
them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the
vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I
have a call with them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early
results. I’ll pass along an update as soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind
data ASAP. As of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the
schedule I sent last week. If ESA receives the needed information by COB tomorrow,
they will complete the variant chapter for review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that
will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
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Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Alison Kirk
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Henry Hilken; David Vintze; Anthony Fournier
Subject: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:58:00 AM


Jessica,
 
As I mentioned on the telephone, both Anthony and Dave are comfortable basing the cost-
effectiveness of the air quality mitigation measure on  the Vehicle Buy Back program’s average cost
of $12,000/ton of emission reductions. Thus, for the mitigation measure Anthony determined:
 


Proposed mitigation funding:  $620,922 (includes 0.347 CRF factor and 5% admin fee)
Emissions to mitigate:  17.11 TPY of ozone precursors (NOx + ROG)


 
Please let me know if you have any questions. Thanks.
 
Alison Kirk, AICP
Senior Environmental Planner
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109
 
Tel. 415-749-5169
Fax 415-749-4741
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20:29 PM


Clarke:
 
Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:
 


1.        Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number
of other changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan
(i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event
center does not extend as far south as the proposed project


b.       For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend
slightly further out towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light
blue (e.g., the atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass
covering.  Are these areas different than what you are proposing for the
proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.       For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains
different features compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2
feet higher) than the gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate
the square footage in size of the gatehouse for Variant vs. the proposed
project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be
paved.  So to confirm, will there be any subsurface infrastructure to
accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location, or to be converted
to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from
the Main Lower Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.       Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the
Variant are identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).  


3.       Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.       Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com





the EIR Project Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000
From:Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com) <kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett
(CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com) <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine
Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org) <Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,
 
Here is a link
(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested


for the site plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon
for the two scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara
variant. I’m told that the results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site
wind exceedance drops below the existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we
should discuss whether the results from the base project with mitigations are intended
to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
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From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The
charts will cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with
wind screens, canopies, etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward
them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the
vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I
have a call with them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early
results. I’ll pass along an update as soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
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Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind
data ASAP. As of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the
schedule I sent last week. If ESA receives the needed information by COB tomorrow,
they will complete the variant chapter for review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that
will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Wong, Diane C.
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); José I. Farrán [jifarran@adavantconsulting.com];


"lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"; "Tim Erney"; Ribeka Toda
Cc: Yamauchi, Lori
Subject: Agenda for Warriors" Call Today
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:42:19 AM
Attachments: Warriors" Arena Conference Call Agenda_5-11-15.doc


Attached is the agenda for today’s call at 1:30.
 
Diane
 
Diane Wong
Principal Planner / Environmental Coordinator
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
(415) 502-5952
diane.wong@ucsf.edu
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Warriors’ Arena Project


Triggers for Transportation Measures


Monday, May 11, 2015


1:30 p.m. – 2:30 p.m.



Dial in Number 1 (866) 629-7499



Passcode 6472727# (no host)



AGENDA


1. Time of concern



· Overlapping events:  Giants and Non-Warriors large event during the evening period (6 p.m. to 8 p.m.) when UCSF hospital shift change occurs


2. Approach



· Threshold to define unacceptable traffic conditions in the neighborhood



· Measures to avoid unacceptable traffic conditions



· Monitor to determine if/when threshold reached



· If threshold reached, expanded measures would be triggered



3.  Potential metrics and triggers


· Intersection LOS



· Roadway volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio



· Travel time


· Queue length



· Queue blockage



· Other?



4. Expanded measures











From: Clarke Miller
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);


Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:33:23 PM


I’m booked until 11am tomorrow, but if Kate and Mary are available at 9am, I can be sure they’re
up-to-speed on these items prior to the call so you can proceed at 9am.
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:31 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam
(ECN); Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Hi all,
We’d like to schedule a call ASAP to discuss where we’re at on the variant and on the new wind data
for both the project and the variant. We also need to discuss the schedule for reviewing and
certifying the admin record per the AB900 requirements.
 
Please let me know if you’re available at 9:00 tomorrow morning.
Thanks
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:
 


1.        Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number
of other changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan
(i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event
center does not extend as far south as the proposed project
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b. For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend
slightly further out towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light
blue (e.g., the atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass
covering.  Are these areas different than what you are proposing for the
proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.       For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains
different features compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2
feet higher) than the gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate
the square footage in size of the gatehouse for Variant vs. the proposed
project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be
paved.  So to confirm, will there be any subsurface infrastructure to
accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location, or to be converted
to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from
the Main Lower Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.       Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the
Variant are identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1). 


3.       Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.       Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in
the EIR Project Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000
From:Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com) <kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett
(CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
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(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com) <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine
Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org) <Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,
 
Here is a link
(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested


for the site plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon
for the two scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara
variant. I’m told that the results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site
wind exceedance drops below the existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we
should discuss whether the results from the base project with mitigations are intended
to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The
charts will cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with
wind screens, canopies, etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward
them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the
vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
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From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I
have a call with them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early
results. I’ll pass along an update as soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind
data ASAP. As of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the
schedule I sent last week. If ESA receives the needed information by COB tomorrow,
they will complete the variant chapter for review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that
will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:57:52 AM


True gross square footage for the gatehouse in the proposed Project is approx. 11,550 GSF.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:51 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


Thanks for this.  Understood regarding the gatehouse maximum height.


Regarding your response from last evening regarding the Variant gatehouse size of 4,150 gross square
feet, can you please provide me with the Proposed project gatehouse size as well.


Thanks.


-Paul


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:39 AM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Attached:
- CORRECTED corrected variant site plan (note the new label for gatehouse height**)
- Variant west elevation


**Paul, we're using the max. height of the gatehouse's sloping roof for both CEQA site plans (proposed
Project and Variant). Our concurrent submittal of design documentation to OCII measures avg. height
according to the D4D (vs. taking a conservative max) and therefore lists different gatehouse heights. To
prevent any confusion between the documents, we suggest you insert an explanatory footnote to
address the difference in methodologies.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 7:54 AM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; 'Clarke Miller'
Cc: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)';
'Murphy, Mary G.'; 'Joyce'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


See attached for corrected variant site plan. Elevation forthcoming.
Kate


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:06 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.


Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
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Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project


d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.


2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.







4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?
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g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).


3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108


415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,
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Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels


2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
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To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>
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From: Beaupre, David (PRT)
To: Eric Womeldorff; Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC);


wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Sarah Nadiranto; Bob Grandy
Subject: RE: Terry Francois Blvd Concept-Level Figures
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 8:54:56 AM
Attachments: image001.png


The Port is OK with the dimensions and defers to SFMTA bike staff, the original concept was
developed by SFMTA bike staff and we are not talking about changing any curb changes and the
curb-curb dimension remains.
 
 
David Beaupre
Port of San Francisco
Pier 1
San Francisco CA 94111
415-274-0539
 
 
 


From: Eric Womeldorff [mailto:E.Womeldorff@fehrandpeers.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 6:26 PM
To: Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Beaupre, David (PRT); Miller, Erin (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern,
Chris (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Sarah Nadiranto; Bob Grandy
Subject: RE: Terry Francois Blvd Concept-Level Figures
 
Thanks, Mike.
 
This brings up a good question with re: to the dimensions – who has the authority to alter them at
this stage? Are the dimensions of the cycle track, barrier, approach lanes under SFMTA’s purview, or
does OCII, Planning, and SF Port also need to be on board?
 
I just want to make sure that we’re not changing a number late in the game that was agreed upon
through an iterative process or is otherwise restricted.
 
Thanks,
 
-Eric


From: Sallaberry, Mike [mailto:Mike.Sallaberry@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 12:23 PM
To: Beaupre, David; Eric Womeldorff; Sarah Nadiranto
Cc: Reilly, Catherine; Miller, Erin; Kern, Chris; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Clarke Miller; Kate
Aufhauser; Molly Hayes; Bob Grandy
Subject: RE: Terry Francois Blvd Concept-Level Figures
 
Hi everyone,
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Attached are my comments on the designs. I think they look good and that we’re heading in the
right direction. Let me know if you have any questions or want to discuss any of these comments.
 
I didn’t include TFB/South, but the design changes would be similar (as applicable) to those made at


TFB/16th.
 
Thanks,
Mike
 
*** Please note that I will be out of the office starting May 14th, returning May 26th. ***
 
Michael Sallaberry, PE
Livable Streets Subdivision
 


 SFMTA | Municipal Transportation Agency
Sustainable Streets Division
One South Van Ness Ave, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 701-4563 | (415) 701-4343 fax
mike.sallaberry@sfmta.com
www.sfmta.com
 
FOLLOW US ON: FACEBOOK OR TWITTER
Join BikeShare! www.bayareabikeshare.com
 
 


From: Sallaberry, Mike 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 5:02 PM
To: Beaupre, David
Cc: Eric Womeldorff; Reilly, Catherine; Miller, Erin; Kern, Chris; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Clarke
Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Molly Hayes; Bob Grandy; Sarah Nadiranto
Subject: Re: Terry Francois Blvd Concept-Level Figures
 
Great, overall I think they look good too but will submit comments this week. 


Sent from my iPhone


On May 6, 2015, at 4:01 PM, "Beaupre, David (PRT)" <david.beaupre@sfport.com> wrote:


The proposals look good for the Port
 
Thank you,
 
David Beaupre
Port of San Francisco
Pier 1
San Francisco CA 94111
415-274-0539
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From: Eric Womeldorff [mailto:E.Womeldorff@fehrandpeers.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 1:17 PM
To: Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Beaupre, David (PRT); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Miller, Erin (MTA); Kern, Chris (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Clarke Miller; Kate
Aufhauser; Molly Hayes; Bob Grandy; Sarah Nadiranto
Subject: Terry Francois Blvd Concept-Level Figures
 
Mike/David/Catherine,
 


Please find concept-level figures for the intersections of TFB/South, TFB/16th, and
TFB/Illinois/Mariposa attached. You’ll find that they each include proposed dimensions,
crossing treatments, and phasing diagrams.
 
As a reminder, these were developed in two meetings in April. Mike, representing


SFMTA, took the lead on the design of TFB/16th, but OCII and Planning were also
present and contributing feedback. As the meeting concluded, we decided that


TFB/South would mimic the elements agreed upon for TFB/16th. At a separate meeting
the following week, Mike met with Fehr & Peers to develop the concept for
TFB/Illinois/Mariposa.
 
Per Mike’s earlier message, once the designs are signed off by the appropriate
agencies, they can be passed onto MBDG for inclusion in their construction drawings.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
 
-Eric
 
<image001.png>
 



mailto:E.Womeldorff@fehrandpeers.com

mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net






From: Hamalian, Seth
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: Confirming we"re on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 12:20:53 PM


That sounds good, and good for me, so thank you!


Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone.
From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 12:18 PM
To: Hamalian, Seth
Subject: RE: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?


I am getting you a fried chicken and kale salad.  Hope that is ok.  This is what comes of me being
cranky – I make unilateral decisions!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 
From: Hamalian, Seth [mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:37 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
That would be great if not too much trouble for you - always good with a turkey sandwich. 
 
Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone.
From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:32 AM
To: Hamalian, Seth
Subject: RE: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
Need lunch brought in?
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
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From: "Hamalian, Seth" <SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com> 
Date: 05/11/2015 11:08 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?


Got it, totally understandable.  Ok, well don't hesitate to ask for help, and I'll see you in a
couple of hours.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:55 AM
To: Hamalian, Seth
Subject: RE: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
Thanks, but no actual reason for crankiness.  Have a feeling this may just be how I am for the next
three weeks.  Just too much stuff and I am not focused to figure out #1 what I need to get done and
#2 how to do it.  Will try to get things under control this week.  Last week was a lost due to GSW (but
that sums up the last year).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 
From: Hamalian, Seth [mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:53 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
I was planning on coming in in person, but now you have me second guessing that decision :)
 
Yes, I will be there in person unless you advise otherwise.  Is there anything I can do to help
on the source of crankiness?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:46 AM
To: Hamalian, Seth
Subject: RE: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
Yes – I am planning on attending.  Will warn I am amazingly cranky today – hoping to get past that by
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then (or at least be able to keep my commentary to myself).  Will you be here in person?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 
From: Hamalian, Seth [mailto:SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:34 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Confirming we're on for 1:30pm today for the bond meeting?
 
Just checking in to make sure this is still on.
 
Thanks,
 
Seth
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:51:20 AM


Kate:


Thanks for this.  Understood regarding the gatehouse maximum height.


Regarding your response from last evening regarding the Variant gatehouse size of 4,150 gross square
feet, can you please provide me with the Proposed project gatehouse size as well.


Thanks.


-Paul


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:39 AM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Attached:
- CORRECTED corrected variant site plan (note the new label for gatehouse height**)
- Variant west elevation


**Paul, we're using the max. height of the gatehouse's sloping roof for both CEQA site plans (proposed
Project and Variant). Our concurrent submittal of design documentation to OCII measures avg. height
according to the D4D (vs. taking a conservative max) and therefore lists different gatehouse heights. To
prevent any confusion between the documents, we suggest you insert an explanatory footnote to
address the difference in methodologies.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 7:54 AM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; 'Clarke Miller'
Cc: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)';
'Murphy, Mary G.'; 'Joyce'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


See attached for corrected variant site plan. Elevation forthcoming.
Kate


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:06 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.


Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
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analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project


d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.


2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.


4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>
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From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).


3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108
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415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,


Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels


2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke
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From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Kate Aufhauser"; Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; "Mallory Shure"; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke Miller;


richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 1:19:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Yes, that is fine.  I saw a meeting invite go out for Wednesday afternoon – I responded that I have a CAC meeting that
night, so won’t be able to start for the entire meeting.  Not sure that we should reschedule, however.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE
ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 12:26 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
 
Thanks Catherine. Can we set that conversation re: Commission hearing for Wednesday afternoon, or Thursday
morning? For obvious reasons (CEQA deadline) Clarke and I are trying not to schedule too much before then.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 5:53 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
 
Thanks all for the work.  I didn’t have a chance to review all of the attachments, but the definitely looked like they were
heading in the right direction, so included them in the memo I gave Tiffany to review over the weekend.  Attached is a
redline of the memo based on the changes that came back from the GSW (so, OCII and OEWD changes back).  The
biggest change was adding a couple new areas to work on. 


Monday I will give more detail instructions on the attachments and we should set up a time to talk later in the week
about the presentation to the OCII Commission.  Plan on 30 minutes total for the entire design.  Adam will be doing the
Event Management and needs 16 minutes.  I’ll start out with a similar intro as the last go around, but will be talking
much less since I won’t be going over the TMP.  All, in all, a 50 minute MAX presentation is what we are aiming for. 
Since we have so much to cover, I’d like to get all the folks doing the actual presentation on the phone later in the week
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once there is a draft PPT to review to go over things.  I apologize ahead of time, but we will not be able to have every
design team member have a speaking part, though will make sure to recognize everyone.
 
Have a great weekend and more to come next week.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE
ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 3:33 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
 
Apparently neither of my emails w/ the materials listed below went through (file size). Please use the links below to
access the relevant items:
 
Memo comment:
https://www.dropbox.com/s/s1g5myv97qed50w/2015.05.08_MBS%20GSW%20SD%20Workshop%20Memo_Draft_GSW-
Combined-Comment.docx?dl=0
 
Gatehouse narrative: https://www.dropbox.com/s/1v2itpx32pynvt8/2015.05.06_GATEHOUSE%20NARRATIVE.docx?dl=0
 
Exhibits: https://www.dropbox.com/s/q4ep39tl3we228h/2015.05.08_Commissions_Book_PartI_ForOCII.pdf?dl=0
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 3:18 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (ADM)'; Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
 
Catherine:
 
- Memo comments from GSW (+design teams) are attached.  I am also including the text of the Gatehouse Design
Narrative that will be rolled into the next full BC/SD submission – just in case you want to use any of this additional
description to augment what you already have. Clarke will respond directly re: the square footage numbers you have
highlighted here (I have corrected a few other figures and stats but all SF info is getting streamlined through him).
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- The first round of exhibits (site plans and materials) en route in 5 – taking longer than anticipated to export. Once it
goes through let me know if there are edits required and our design team will coordinate on those ASAP.  The 3D
concept images/renderings will come in Monday midday, as discussed.
 
Thanks!
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 8:32 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo
Subject: Draft Memo
 
Here is the draft memo for folks to review and help fill in blanks.  I have not let this sit overnight, so certain there will be
typos.  We have several people that will be reviewing this, so expect changes.  Also, provide all comments in redline.  I
would appreciate if someone from the GSW team could pull together all the team’s comments so that I don’t end up
with 10 docs to merge in.
 
Thanks
 
PS – I have some meetings today and will look at the site plans when I get back. 
 
(Curses – forgot to hit send on this last night)
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE
ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Lo, Ferry (CII)
Subject: RE: Additional MB Posting
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:01:00 AM


Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Lo, Ferry (CII) 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 9:43 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Additional MB Posting
 
Cat, posted.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 9:35 AM
To: Lo, Ferry (CII)
Subject: Additional MB Posting
 
Ferry – could you please add the attached file and this sentence to the end of this paragraph on the
MB page?  Thanks
 
Add “Please click HERE for a copy of the Notification of GSW as a Environmental Leadership
Development Project.”
 
 


·         JOBS AND ECONOMIC IMPROVEMENT THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSHIP ACT PROJECT:
The Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Project in Mission Bay has applied for and is
under review by the Governor of California for certification as an “Environmental Leadership Project” and
streamlining under the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to the Jobs and Economic
Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act. An Environmental Leadership Project is a project
that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction and job
creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through
Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended. Please click HERE for a link to the California Office
of Planning and Research for additional information. (FERRY - ADD THE ABOVE SENTENCE HERE)
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Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:39:53 AM


Attached:
- CORRECTED corrected variant site plan (note the new label for gatehouse height**)
- Variant west elevation


**Paul, we're using the max. height of the gatehouse's sloping roof for both CEQA site plans (proposed
Project and Variant). Our concurrent submittal of design documentation to OCII measures avg. height
according to the D4D (vs. taking a conservative max) and therefore lists different gatehouse heights. To
prevent any confusion between the documents, we suggest you insert an explanatory footnote to
address the difference in methodologies.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 7:54 AM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; 'Clarke Miller'
Cc: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)';
'Murphy, Mary G.'; 'Joyce'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


See attached for corrected variant site plan. Elevation forthcoming.
Kate


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:06 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.
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Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project
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d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.


2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.


4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:



mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014
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a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).


3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108


415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>
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To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,


Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels


2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.
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Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Lo, Ferry (CII)
Subject: RE: Additional MB Posting
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:01:00 AM


Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Lo, Ferry (CII) 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 9:43 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Additional MB Posting
 
Cat, posted.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 9:35 AM
To: Lo, Ferry (CII)
Subject: Additional MB Posting
 
Ferry – could you please add the attached file and this sentence to the end of this paragraph on the
MB page?  Thanks
 
Add “Please click HERE for a copy of the Notification of GSW as a Environmental Leadership
Development Project.”
 
 


·         JOBS AND ECONOMIC IMPROVEMENT THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSHIP ACT PROJECT:
The Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Project in Mission Bay has applied for and is
under review by the Governor of California for certification as an “Environmental Leadership Project” and
streamlining under the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to the Jobs and Economic
Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act. An Environmental Leadership Project is a project
that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction and job
creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through
Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended. Please click HERE for a link to the California Office
of Planning and Research for additional information. (FERRY - ADD THE ABOVE SENTENCE HERE)
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Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Kate Aufhauser"
Cc: Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; Mallory Shure; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com; CMiller@stradasf.com;


jwinters@swagroup.com; David Manica
Subject: RE: Memo Exhibits for Review
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 7:45:00 PM
Attachments: MBS GSW SD Workshop Memo.docx


image001.png


Hey all – thanks for the great work.  I am attaching the redline of  the final memo.  I am also
attaching the attachments with a few comments and the final order.  I apologize that I re-
reorganized the order a bit – I am trying to start at the big picture and go smaller, but do it by the
east side and west side just because that is how I have been thinking of it.  Feel free to order your
PPT as you want, since there is no right way and one could argue both ways are better.  Thanks for
putting up with my control freak on the attachment order.
 
Please take a look and let me know if there are any big concerns about the final attachment order. 
If not, I will start printing out tomorrow the attachments that you are not working on.  For yours, we
are not going to have them bound, rather we need 20 copies (11x17), collated, paper clipped, single
sided, with 8 of the 20 being three hole punched on the left side (they will be going into a binder)
and the rest without holes.  They should be folded in the zig-zag pattern – basically you have the
left side with the holes looking up, you fold the entire paper in half back over to the left, then you
fold the top half back on itself so that you now have the right side, with the Exhibit XX in the top
right side, pointing up.  Again, let me know if that doesn’t make sense and I will jump on the phone
or send a photo (haven’t found a good written way to explain this).


Thanks and let me take one last gander on the attachments tomorrow in a pdf before you send out
to the printer.  If you are able to get them to me by the end of the day tomorrow, you will have
earned me major brownie points with the folks that put the packets together.


Thanks
 
(damn – just realized the scan is too big, so here is a dropbox link -
https://www.dropbox.com/s/pw6kpmfb00rsp6o/Memo%20Attachments.pdf?dl=0)
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


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





TO:	Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure





FROM:	Tiffany Bohee


	Executive Director





SUBJECT:	Workshop on the Combined Basic Concept/Schematic Designs and Event Management Plan 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. François 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 Combined Basic Concept/Schematic Designs for Blocks 29-32 (“Schematic Designs”), pursuant to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement. The Schematic Designs address the design of the 18,064-seat state-of-the-art Event Center; two office/retail buildings at South and 16th Streets with about 520,000 leasable square feet of office/lab and two 160-foot towers; up to 50,000 square feet of retail uses in the Food Hall at South Street and Terry Francois Boulevard, along South Street and along Terry Francois Boulevard, in the office buildings, and in the Gatehouse at the Main Plaza; open space and landscaping, including an open space plaza of civic importance along 3rd Street; and associated bike and vehicle parking and loading to serve the project.  





Since the Mission Bay South Design for Development (“Design for Development”) regulations for Blocks 29-32, which control the design of the site, were focused on office and retail uses versus an event center’s unique design requirements, the Design for Development will require amendments by the Commission to allow the proposed GSW Project.  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’ height limit or otherwise be inconsistent with the standards set forth in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan.   





The City is coordinating City services outside the site including public transit service, traffic management, public safety, event coordination and neighborhood quality of life concerns.  A draft Events Management Plan has been prepared to address these issues, including the identification of a number of capital and operating improvements to meet the project’s anticipated transportation demand. The Events Management Plan complements a Transportation Management Plan prepared by GSW to designate curb management zones, address intersection signalization and control by Parking Control Officers (PCO’s), and plan for safe separation of modes (including pedestrians) to minimize conflict and maximize safety and convenience.


  


The Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee (“CAC”) has discussed the GSW Project, and related topics, at 10 meetings since May 2014, including two meetings in March and April 2015 to discuss the Schematic Designs and a May meeting to discuss Event Management.  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 focused on primarily design, traffic congestion/parking, events management, and construction impacts.  Overall, the Mission Bay CAC and community have responded positively to the design of the GSW Project.





The Planning Commission will be holding an informational workshop on the Schematic Designs at its May 28, 2015 meeting.  Once both Commissions have provided comments on the Schematic Designs, the GSW will move into the next stage of design with the Design Development and Construction Drawings.  No official actions can be made related to the GSW Project until further environmental impact review is completed and certified by the OCII Commission, anticipated to occur in early fall 2015. 





BACKGROUND





Golden State Warriors Project 





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. François Boulevard on the east. The project site is across Third Street from the University of California, San Francisco (“UCSF”) 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.





The GSW Project will include an 18,064-seat state-of-the-art Event Center and two prominent office buildings with about 520,000 leasable square feet of office/lab space, surrounding an open space plaza of civic importance.  In addition to the event center and office space, the project will include up to 50,000 leasable square feet of retail (including a Food Hall), automobile and bicycle parking, service and loading areas and a series of smaller open spaces.  









Previous Major Phase Review





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. As specified in the OPA, the first stage of development approval is the preparation of a Major Phase submission, which provides 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. The next stage after a Major Phase is the preparation of Combined Basic Concept/Schematic Designs for individual buildings and major open spaces.  A draft Major Phase for the GSW Project was prepared and presented to the Commission on January 6, 2015.  





DISCUSSION





The GSW Project provides for the development of an 18,064-seat event center, over half a million leasable square feet of office/lab space, 50,000 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, with 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 also at all other times through the inclusion of office and retail uses and activated public open spaces to provide employment and retail opportunities for the surrounding neighborhood and larger San Francisco community. 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.  The land use program is summarized in Table 1.





Exhibits B to Dand C depict the site plan for the GSW Project and identify the primary components of the GSW Project.  The site is broken into the following components:  the 18,064-seat Event Center, the 300,000 square foot South Street Building, the 255,000 square foot 16th Street Building, the Food Hall and retail buildings along Terry Francois Boulevard and South Street, the Gatehouse, the underlying parking podium, and the surrounding open space and landscaping (including the Main Plaza).  The GSW have drafted Combined Basic Concept/Schematic Designs for each of these components (“Schematic Designs”), as described in more detail below. 





The conceptual design team for the GSW Project consists of:


· Event Center/Gatehouse - MANICA Architecture


· South and 16th Street Buildings – Pfau Long Architecture/AE3 Partners (Joint Venture Association)


· Retail/Food Hall - Richyworks


· Open Space/Landscaping – SWA Group and Merrill Morris Partners


· Parking – Walter P. Moore


· Façade – Walter P. Moore


· Architect of Record – Kendall Heaton Associates


· Structural Engineering – Magnusson Klemencic Associates


· MEP Engineering – Smith Seckman Reid, Inc. 





Please see Exhibit DD for a list of the other subconsultants involved in the design of the GSW Project, including the architects of record and structural and MEP engineers.
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TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED GSW PROJECT 


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seats 





			Size 


			Total LSFa





			Event Center


South and 16th Street Office Space


Retail Space - Total


Total Building Area


			486,000


520,000


   50,000


1,056,000 LSF





			Height/Levels 


Event Center 


South and 16th Street Office/Retail Building






Food Hall and TFB Retail 


Gatehouse


			


135 feet


160 feet (11 stories) total [90-foot (6-story) podiums with 70-foot (5story) towers above]; retail uses within street level and plaza-level floors 


41 feet 


34 feet 





			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 on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:


LSF = leasable square feet. 





a	The maximum commercial and retail square footage allowed under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan is tracked by leasable square footage.  








GSW Schematic Design Overview





The following describes the Schematic Designs in more detail.  Exhibits DE-AA Z depict the schematic designs for all the various sections of the GSW Project and proposed building and planting materials and site furnishing.





Event Center


The approximately 486,000-leasable square foot, 18,064-seat Event Center is located on the eastside of the site, overlooking Park P22 and the San Francisco Bay and has a maximum height of 135 feet at the middle of the rooftop.  In addition to the event floor and seating bowl, it will contain guest amenity areas (clubs and suites), food vendors, back-of-house support (staff locker rooms, production kitchens for food and beverage, equipment storage), building operations areas (mechanical and utility rooms, loading and receiving areas), and GSW practice facility and team headquarters. Back of house areas will not be visible to patrons and members of the public except where purposefully designed (for instance, a show kitchen), and many are located below grade or on restricted-access building levels.





The building’s two primary entries are located at its northwest (“Main Entrance”) and southeast (“Theater Entrance”) corners. Both entries lead to a publicly accessible grand building lobby prior to patron ticketing areas. The Theater Entrance, in particular, is demarcated by the dramatic proscenium archway, designed to reinforce a sense of entry as patrons walk underneath the gatewaylike structure. The proscenium also enhances outdoor programming opportunities for the Southeast Plaza by framing the space.





The Bayfront Terrace is located on the northern façade of the Event Center and includes both an event center amenity space (lower level) and a view terrace and interior space (upper level). The latter isupper level will be publically accessible at all times, including nonevent hours, via two distinct building entries (accessible from Terry Francois Boulevard and the pedestrian path/Food Hall) and a dedicated elevator. The Bayfront Terrace’s levels will provide views into the Event Center seating bowl and a dramatic panorama of the San Francisco skyline, Bay, Bay Bridge and planned Park P22. The Terrace’s height, below that of the Event Center itself, also helps step the building’s scale down towards the park and the water.





Pedestrians and patrons may walk from one Event Center entry to another via the pedestrian path that curves along the Event Center’s northern side, bringing patrons past retail and potential art or lighting installations as they rise from an elevation of approximately 10 feet to 26 feet above grade along a gentle slope. Additional access around the building includes a walk along the 16th Street sidewalk and landscaped setback area, and passage through the walkway connecting 16th Street midblock with the Main Plaza along 3rd Street. Both the walkway and the pedestrian path terminate at the Main Plaza to the northwest, and the Southeast Plaza to the southeast, thereby creating a continuous network of programmed or passive public spaces. 





The Event Center’s façade system will include three primary materials. First, glass glazing systems will be used at the main entry plaza (west side) and southeast lobby. Second, metal panels will encase a significant portion of the building enclosure. These panels will include perforated patterns that add depth, motion, and opportunities for creative lighting to the building façade. Finally, a durable and low-maintenance building material, such as patterned Glass Fiber Reinforced Concrete (GRFC) or precast concrete, will encase the building’s base, grounding the structure and providing accents through careful use of texture and/or color. Terra Cotta may also be introduced at the building’s base.





South Street and 16th Street Office/Retail Buildings


Two office/lab and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third Street and South Street (“South Street Building”) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (“16th Street Building”).  The South Street Building 300,000 leasable square feet in size, which includes about 255,000 leasable square feet of retail.  They each combine a 6-story (90-foot) mixed-use podium and an 11-story (160-foot) office tower for each building, with retail along the Main Plaza at the podium level to help activate the plaza area. The design for the tower on each building is tear-dropped in plan, which will complement the Event Center’s curvilinear aesthetic and that of the other structures on-site without mimicking it. Projected and shaped aluminum sunshade blades add texture to the sleek, curved glass form. The tower will be differentiated from its context in Mission Bay by its warmth, color, irregularity, and curves.





The buildings’ podiums wrap into the Main Plaza with a welcoming curved gestural form, drawing pedestrians and event patrons into the plaza along sloped walkways and bordered by active retail uses on the east side. The primary office lobby entrance for the South Street Building will be located on the corner of South Street and 3rd Streets, with an additional entrance off of the Main Plaza. The primary office lobby entrance for the 16th Street Building will be located on the corner of 16th Street and 3rd Streets, with an additional entrance off of the Main Plaza.





The skin of both buildings will include a variety of cladding types including outside glazed low-E unitized curtain wall system, fritted spandrel glazing and resin coated wood accent panels and soffits to add warmth. A serrated curtainwall system will round the corner into the main plaza, further breaking down the scale of the building at the podium and adding contrasting visual interest to the curved form of the building.





The roofs of the podiums for each building will include a partially occupiable green roof with integrated stormwater treatment. This will be both an amenity for tower tenants, and a highly visible feature of the development from neighboring buildings.  Mechanical systems on the tower roofs will be fully screened by painted metal screenwall and laid out with visibility from nearby neighborhoods in mind. Podium rooftop equipment will be incorporated into landscape elements wherever possible. 





Food Hall/Eastside Retail/Gatehouse


Retail uses are planned to occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the South and 16th Street Buildings; 41-foot high retail buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street, the “Food Hall,” a retail concept similar to the Ferry Building; and the “Gatehouse” building located in the Main Plaza, which has a height of approximately 34 feet, located along Third Street. 





Food Hall/Eastside Retail: The Food Hall is located at the corner of South Street and Terry François Boulevard and consists of a roughly triangular structure.  It is accessible at grade from an entry plaza, partially occupied by street furniture from neighboring retail tenants, and from the elevated pedestrian path 26 feet above grade. It is designed to accommodate a number of small, local vendors and producers of artisan goods, in combination with prepared food and sit-down dining areas. A retail tenant such as a food and beer garden will likely occupy the Food Hall roof, accessible from the pedestrian path or from Terry Francois Boulevard (via vertical circulation elements including stairwells, lifts, and the food hall interior).  Standalone retail also lines Terry Francois Boulevard at grade, as well as additional standalone retail at the podium level on South Street (also accessible from the Pedestrian Path). These spaces are envisioned as centers for high-quality food and beverage, wellness, and community. 





The Food Hall/Eastside Retail elements are comprised of a system of vertical and horizontal divisions in industrial-inspired materials, which lend a consistent architectural language to the street frontage. Within this framework, individual tenants will have freedom to customize storefronts to create a diverse, varied, and urban feel.  Taking advantage of the views of Park P22 and the Bay, open doorways and wide windows will create a porous ground level, terraces and programmed rooftops will provide views from above, and the Food Hall and nearby retail elevations will “step down” to the water to create a comfortable scale.





Gatehouse:  The 2,500-leasable square foot Gatehouse is located on the western edge of the Main Plaza, mid-point on 3rd Street, helping to activate the plaza area, provide a formal entry from 3rd Street and provide wind protection.  Within the gatehouse, the roof will be supported by an iconic lattice-like cantilevered structure resembling a basketball net.  Within the net is a spiral stair connecting all floors from grade level up to the broadcast mezzanine. Beneath this structure, the top-most floor acts as a broadcast platform for gameday broadcast crews to film live on site with the arena as a backdrop. A retractable glass wall will open to the plaza to further connect these broadcasts to the gameday atmosphere in the plaza. At plaza and grade levels a mix of dining and retail will be accessible to the public. On grade level public restrooms will be available, as well as a direct connection to grade level parking. All parking levels will access the plaza and grade level through stairs and an elevator within the gatehouse.





The exterior of the gatehouse consist of a simple palate: a glass curtain wall to match that of the office/lab buildings; a gray fascia circling the top of the façade, matching the columns on the office towers; retractable glass panels to open the top floor to the public plaza; and a sedum green roof.





Public Open Space 


The GSW Project will include approximately 3.2 acres of publiclally accessible open space areas that will be comprised of two primary plazas (one along 3rd Street and one at the southeast corner of the site) and additional paved or landscaped areas.  The main XX-square footone-acre, Main Plaza is raised eight feet above the Third Street sidewalk (sloping imperceptibly up to the Event Center Main Entrance) 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 programmed 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 Main Plaza has been designed with flexibility in mind to accommodate the range of programming, and as a result, the design includes large-scale moveable occupiable planters that can be rearranged.  The center oval shaped lawn area is designed to be similarly flexible and the center lawn can be replaced with wood, ice, and other surfaces to accommodate events.





The smaller 25,000-square foot Southeast Plaza at the corner of Terry Francois and 16th Street leads into the secondary entrance to the Event Center and will be used as the primary entrance for event center “theater” (cut-down configuration) events with reduced attendance.  A 300-space bicycle valet facility is located on this plaza, and an additional overflow, temporary bicycle corral could be located in this plaza for events anticipated to attract a larger number of bicycle riders. A similar overflow bicycle corral could be provided on other plaza areas throughout the site as needed.





In addition to the plazas, there are private green roofs on top of the two office buildings and 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, Bayfront Terrace exterior entry, and 16th Street. 





The open spaces will also 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 streets.  The corners at 3rd Street and 16th and South Streets have been expanded to allow for pedestrian staging for transit and passenger loading for taxis, rideshare, or personal vehicles. A linear lighting element embedded in the paving ties the entire site together by guiding visitors from 3rd Street into the Main Plaza, and then around the Event Center to the Southeast Plaza at the Theater Entrance.  Finally, the landscaping also will serve for on-site stormwater treatment using the green roofs, rain gardens and a continuous green ring on top of the Event Center.  





Circulation, Transit and Automobile and Bicycle Parking


All parking and loading for the site is located below ground, or concealed at grade, (two below grade, and one concealed at street level) and is accessed through two garage entries, one at the intersection of 16th and Illinois Streets and the other mid-block along South Street, between 3rd Street and Terry Francois Boulevard.  Truck loading will only take place at the 16th Street entrance, with the retail parking using the South Street entrance.  The GSW Project is 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.  13 loading docks, and five additional below-grade trash compactor locations, will be provided to serve the site.  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 wass assumed.  In addition, the Event Management Plan (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. 





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 at the corner of 16th Street or Terry Francois Boulevard at the Theater Entrance to the Event Center, where the bicycle lanes serving the site are also located. The GSW Project landscaping plan includes space within the plaza areas to allow for occasional temporary bike corrals with a capacity of 50-100 additional 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 3rd Street), which will see increased service with completion of the Central Subway.  The 55-16th Street motor coach provides service to Mission Bay from the 16th Street BART station, with the extension of the 22 Fillmore trolley coach planned to follow.  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 4th and King, with another Caltrain station located to the south at 22nd Street.  The Event Management Plan proposes to provide special bus shuttles to connect event attendees with BART, ferry and other regional transit systems.





The GSW are also planning to institute a robust set of Travel Demand (TDM) strategies for Event Center patrons and others on-site to encourage and facilitate the choice of transit, biking, or other alternative modes in lieu of private vehicle access to the project site. 





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 will outreach to local artists to encourage their participation in the GSW Project.





Proposed Amendments to the Design for Development Standards





In Mission Bay South, the design of developmentbuilding design 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 (“Design for Development Amendments”).  Exhibit BB summarizes the amendments to the Design for Development that would be needed 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 Schematic Designs, anticipated in early fall 2015. 





Events Management Plan





The San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development (“OEWD”) has taken the lead in coordinating City services outside the site including public transit service, traffic management, public safety, event coordination and neighborhood quality of life concerns.   In addition to design, massing and construction impacts, these topics have generated the most discussion within the Mission Bay community.  





On top of the major transportation improvements already in planning or construction to serve Mission Bay (completion of the street grid, Central Subway, Caltrain modernization, etc.), the City proposes a number of capital and operating improvements to meet the project’s anticipated transportation demand (“Event Management Plan”):  





· Transit: The City proposes to purchase four additional light rail vehicles and improve the capacity and frequency of the T-Third line; extend the existing boarding platform at Third and South Streets; run three special event shuttles to regional transit stations; complete the 16th Street Bus Rapid Transit lane and increase bus service along 16th; and coordinate with both the Mission Bay shuttle program and regional transit operators such as Caltrain, Bay Area Rapid Transit (“BART”), Water Emergency Transportation Authority (“WETA”) and Golden Gate to provide increased special event service. 


 


· Vehicular Access: The City proposes to deploy up to 21 parking control officers to control key intersections and neighborhood circulation by overriding traffic lights, preventing lane and driveway blockages, creating local access only corridors and protecting emergency vehicle access to the UCSF Mission Bay campus; install changeable message signs along key access routes to direct traffic; signalize three intersections to prevent modal conflicts and protect bicycle and pedestrian safety; and utilize mobile technology to facilitate pre-purchase of parking spaces to reduce circling.  





· Transportation Demand Management: The project site will implement aggressive demand management strategies such as limiting on-site parking to 950 spaces; providing space for over 500 bicycles on-site and sponsoring a bikeshare station; promoting alternative transportation modes through wayfinding, promotional incentives and event ads, tickets websites or mobile applications; and creating performance standards that, for instance, protect pedestrian safety, facilitate transit and limit auto mode share.





· Public Safety and Neighborhood Quality of Life:  Depending on the event type and size, the City proposes up to 14 police officers to patrol the neighborhoods surrounding the event center, along major access corridors and in support of UCSF campus security and adjacent business private security.  The GSW will maintain their own property, will provide or contract with a qualified contractor to provide similar services to surrounding areas impacted by event patrons, and will create a Good Neighbor Policy to address everything from illegal vendors to meeting all applicable noise ordinances and creating a central point of contact for resolving any complaints.  





The City has focused specific consideration on event center events that overlap with events at AT&T Park and proposes several strategies to employ, where commercially reasonable, to mitigate their impact on the neighborhood. They may include coordinating schedules to avoid conflicts, staggering start times of private events if they cannot be rescheduled, and developing overflow parking lots south of the Event Center to accommodate any overflow parking.  Exhibit CC AA includes a more detailed summary of the proposed Events Management Plan, which was presented at the April 30, 2015 Mission Bay CAC meeting.





The City further proposes to use project-generated tax revenues to cover the estimated $6.6 million in City costs required to fund these improvements.  An independent, peer-reviewed fiscal analysis by Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (“EPS”) estimates that the Event Center project will generate $14.11 million dollars in annual tax revenue.  This figure is net of all OCII revenues dedicated to Mission Bay infrastructure and affordable housing.  A complete copy of the EPS report is included as Exhibit DDBB.  









Citizens Advisory Committee and Community Outreach 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, as well as three other meetings in March and April 2015.  The Schematic Designs were discussed by the Mission Bay CAC at the March and April 2015 meetings. Overall the Mission Bay CAC was supportive of the Schematic Designs.  Most of the requests related to the Schematic Designs were to retain the simplicity and grace of the Event Center design, clarify some of the operational features, and ensure that environmental conditions, such as wind, are taken into consideration with the open space design. The community was also concerned about ensuring that the retail is designed to be successful and contribute to the overall neighborhood as both a destination and a catalyst for further growth.





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


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


· UCSF


· San Francisco Giants


· San Francisco Bicycle Coalition


· San Francisco Walk


· Local residents and business/merchants.





The Schematic Designs addressed the design comments  received from the CAC and larger community during the GSW Major Phase design phase, which focused on:





· Bayfront terrace reducing the height/size


· 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.





The Mission Bay CAC and community meetings also included discussion on the following issues.  OCII and City staff will continue to work with the GSE and community on these issues:





1) Traffic Congestion and Parking


· Access to hospital, residents, and businesses during events


· Adequate transit to serve the site


· Location of parking (on-site, locally, and satellite)


· Traffic control


· AT&T Park and GSW events on the same day


· Street closures and local access


· Adequate bicycle parking and infrastructure


· Congestion on the 4th Street bridge.





2) Event Management


· Crowd control and security


· Trash and physical impacts on adjacent properties.





3) Construction Impacts


· Noise, dust control, traffic, and vibration.





In addition, at the end of April, a newly formed 501c(4) named the Mission Bay Alliance came out in opposition to the GSW Project based on concerns about the impact of the project on the new UCSF Medical Center in Mission Bay.  There have been many newspaper articles including statements from the Mission Bay Alliance expressing their concerns related to traffic and parking impacts on the Mission Bay Medical Center, as well as expressing the group’s desire to expand future UCSF facilities onto the project site.  A representative from the Mission Bay Alliance attended the April 30, 2015 Mission Bay CAC meeting to express the group’s concerns.  According to the official statement from UCSF, UCSF is not affiliated with any group related to or formally opposing the GSW Project (see Exhibit EECC). 





Equal Opportunity Program and Compliance with OCII Policies





As required under the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement, tThe GSW shall comply with the OCII’s Nondiscrimination in Contracts, Minimum Compensation and Health Care Accountability policies and has 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 GSW identified approximately 40 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.  





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 mid- to late this year. To date the GSW have shortlisted, obtained proposals, and interviewed about 80% of the disciplines needed for this project, with efforts continuing.  The GSW have awarded 34 of the disciplines thus far, approximately 50% of which is going to SBEs. For informational purposes, GSW projects approximately 30% minority-owned business participation and 23% women-owned business participation, reflecting the diversity of the City and County of San Francisco in its team.  Exhibit FF DD provides a list of the proposed team.  





During the construction phase of this project, the GSW have expressed their 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.





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 is being 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.  The Draft SEIR is anticipated to be released on June 3, 2015, with a public hearing held on the Draft SEIR with the Commission on June 30, 2015.





On April 30, 2015, Governor Brown certified that the GSW Project qualifies as eligible as an Environmental Leadership Development Project for streamlined judicial review under the Jobs and Economic Improvement Act (Assembly Bill 900), Public Resources Code 21184.  A newspaper notification, pursuant to the requirements of the Jobs and Economic Improvement Act was published on May 7, 2015, along with on-site notification and mailing and emailing notifications to neighbors. 





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





Next Steps 





On May 28, 2105, the Schematic Designs will also be presented to the San Francisco Planning Commission for review and comment.  The GSW will then use all the comments on the Schematic Designs to begin working on the Design Development and Construction Drawings.  The Draft SEIR is anticipated to be released on June 3, 3015 for a 45-day review period, pursuant to CEQA.  A public hearing on the Draft SEIR will be held in front of the Commission on June 30, 2015.  Once the 45-day review period Draft SEIR is completed, a Final SEIR will be prepared for Commission review and certification in early fall 2015.





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 for 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 Schematic Designs – May 28, 2015


· Release of Draft SEIR – June 3, 2015


· OCII Commission Certification of Final SEIR - early fall 2015


· OCII Commission Approval of Design for Development Amendments, GSW Major Phase, and Schematic Designs - early fall 2015


· Planning Commission Approval of Schematic Designs for Office Buildings - early fall 2015





OCII Commission Review


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 early fall 2015 with project approval occurring around the same time.  There may also be amendments to other documents, such as the Mission Bay South Signage Plan, that will be finalized once the Commission has provided comments on the Schematic Designs.





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, 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 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 Real Estate Equities, the former owner of the project site, 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 directly after the OCII Commission has certified the Final SEIR.  





Ongoing Design Review


The Schematic Designs will continue to be refined and improved during the Design Development review, consistent with the Schematic Designs presented in this memorandum.  Typically, as part of the Schematic Design review and approval by the Commission, conditions of approval would be included to identify areas that warrant additional design focus going forward.  Since the Commission will not be approving the Schematic Designs at this stage, the following provides a list of areas that staff will continue to work on with the GSW design team going forward.  Comments provided by the Commission will also be added to this list, as well as public comments on the design.  OCII staff will continue to work with Planning Department, SFMTA and OEWD staff on the design review.





· Pedestrian Realm:  Ensure the portions of the GSW Project that abut the pedestrian realm (sidewalks and other public spaces) are made to be as active and visually interesting as possible. 


· Entrances:  Refine the various pedestrian entrances to ensure that they are easily identifiable and the vehicular entrances to maximize a visually interesting and safe design.


· Bayfront Terrace:  Ensure Bayfront Terrace is accessible to visitors via separate well defined, exterior entries, so the space can be used during no-event times by general members of the public.


· View Terminations:  Ensure that the points of the project that are at the termination of public streets and view corridors, such as Illinois Street, Bridgeview Way, and Nelson Rising Way are continue to be designed recognizing their importance of terminating the view point.


· Retail Uses:  Refine the retail spaces to ensure a lively environment to activate the project site during non-event times.


· Open Space/Landscaping:  Refine the open space plan to ensure that the plazas are activated and flexible in their use and ensure that the sidewalks are designed to allow safe and comfortable pedestrian movement.


· Materials and Colors:  Refine the color and materials palate to ensure a visually attractive project.


· Signage/Lighting:  Develop a signage and lighting plan that addresses the unique signage and lighting requirements of the Event Center, including lighting, wayfinding, and building identification, while being integrated into the surrounding community.








(Originated by Catherine Reilly, Project Manager)














Tiffany Bohee


Executive Director
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Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:21 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; Mallory Shure; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com;
CMiller@stradasf.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; David Manica
Subject: Memo Exhibits for Review
Importance: High
 
Catherine –
 
Pls see files at this link:
https://www.dropbox.com/s/l8tf58slkj7t1b7/2015.05.08_Commissions_Book_MondayDraft5.pdf?
dl=0
 
I’ve marked some extra renders that we may or may not include, and a few others where I think
there’s a little redundancy. Can you let us know your thoughts on these?
 
Please note we’ll change the “skybar” labels and plaza height labels as discussed, and update to final
Exhibit labels (A-Z) and graphics titles, as soon as we receive further direction from you. After that
there should be a relatively short turnaround.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 7:55:30 AM
Attachments: 2015.05.13_CEQA Variant Site Plan_Revised.pdf


See attached for corrected variant site plan. Elevation forthcoming.
Kate


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:06 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.


Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
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______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project


d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.


2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.


4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser







Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).
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3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108


415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,


Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels
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2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High



mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com





Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller
Subject: Re: En route now with prints
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:38:36 PM


Whoops, I just saw this as I was heading out. I left them under your name with the front desk. White
bag!


Sent from my iPhone


> On May 12, 2015, at 4:28 PM, Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
> Thanks and no worries about the 3 holes.  Give me a ring when you get here and I will head your
way.  Will have my cell with me in case I am wandering around (510-282-9907).
>
> Thanks
>
> Catherine Reilly
> Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
>    Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
> 1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> 415-749-2516 (direct)
> http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
>
> PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 - MY OUTGOING
MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
>
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:28 PM
> To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Clarke Miller
> Subject: En route now with prints
>
> There was a mix-up with the courier so I am playing courier for the moment! Who should I leave the
prints with?
>
> FYI, we were unable to get three copies hole punched as requested. Everything else is complete as
requested though.
>
> Sent from my iPhone
>
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:29:54 PM


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.


Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
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able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project


d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.


2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.


4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller



mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com





Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).


3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108


415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>
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-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,


Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels


2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
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Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>
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From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com on behalf of Lawrence Stokus lvstokus@att.net [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
To: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: [SBRMBNA] Fwd: Gov. Brown fast-tracks Warriors arena deal [3 Attachments]
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:26:51 PM


[Attachment(s) from Lawrence Stokus included below]


Begin forwarded message:


From: Lawrence Stokus <lvstokus@att.net>
Subject: Gov. Brown fast-tracks Warriors arena deal
Date: May 12, 2015 at 6:06:36 PM PDT
To: SaveTheSanFranciscoWaterfront@yahoogroups.com


Digital Link:


http://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/matier-ross/article/Clock-ticking-on-Warriors-arena-legal-fight-6259180.php


-----------------------------------


Analog JPEG:
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 1:27:26 PM
Attachments: image001.png


The invite you’re referencing, Catherine, is for Thursday afternoon from 3:30-5pm, which Ken and Adam recommended
to get alignment before the DSEIR hits the street. So there shouldn’t be interference with the days/times that Kate
suggested below for the OCII Commission planning call if either slot works well for you.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 1:19 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
 
Yes, that is fine.  I saw a meeting invite go out for Wednesday afternoon – I responded that I have a CAC meeting that
night, so won’t be able to start for the entire meeting.  Not sure that we should reschedule, however.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE
ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 12:26 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
 
Thanks Catherine. Can we set that conversation re: Commission hearing for Wednesday afternoon, or Thursday
morning? For obvious reasons (CEQA deadline) Clarke and I are trying not to schedule too much before then.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 5:53 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
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Thanks all for the work.  I didn’t have a chance to review all of the attachments, but the definitely looked like they were
heading in the right direction, so included them in the memo I gave Tiffany to review over the weekend.  Attached is a
redline of the memo based on the changes that came back from the GSW (so, OCII and OEWD changes back).  The
biggest change was adding a couple new areas to work on. 


Monday I will give more detail instructions on the attachments and we should set up a time to talk later in the week
about the presentation to the OCII Commission.  Plan on 30 minutes total for the entire design.  Adam will be doing the
Event Management and needs 16 minutes.  I’ll start out with a similar intro as the last go around, but will be talking
much less since I won’t be going over the TMP.  All, in all, a 50 minute MAX presentation is what we are aiming for. 
Since we have so much to cover, I’d like to get all the folks doing the actual presentation on the phone later in the week
once there is a draft PPT to review to go over things.  I apologize ahead of time, but we will not be able to have every
design team member have a speaking part, though will make sure to recognize everyone.
 
Have a great weekend and more to come next week.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE
ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 3:33 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
 
Apparently neither of my emails w/ the materials listed below went through (file size). Please use the links below to
access the relevant items:
 
Memo comment:
https://www.dropbox.com/s/s1g5myv97qed50w/2015.05.08_MBS%20GSW%20SD%20Workshop%20Memo_Draft_GSW-
Combined-Comment.docx?dl=0
 
Gatehouse narrative: https://www.dropbox.com/s/1v2itpx32pynvt8/2015.05.06_GATEHOUSE%20NARRATIVE.docx?dl=0
 
Exhibits: https://www.dropbox.com/s/q4ep39tl3we228h/2015.05.08_Commissions_Book_PartI_ForOCII.pdf?dl=0
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 3:18 PM
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To: 'Reilly, Catherine (ADM)'; Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo
Subject: RE: Draft Memo
 
Catherine:
 
- Memo comments from GSW (+design teams) are attached.  I am also including the text of the Gatehouse Design
Narrative that will be rolled into the next full BC/SD submission – just in case you want to use any of this additional
description to augment what you already have. Clarke will respond directly re: the square footage numbers you have
highlighted here (I have corrected a few other figures and stats but all SF info is getting streamlined through him).
 
- The first round of exhibits (site plans and materials) en route in 5 – taking longer than anticipated to export. Once it
goes through let me know if there are edits required and our design team will coordinate on those ASAP.  The 3D
concept images/renderings will come in Monday midday, as discussed.
 
Thanks!
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 8:32 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Arce, Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; 'Mallory Shure'; Sean Bailey; David Carlock; Clarke
Miller; richyworks@mac.com; jwinters@swagroup.com; Marlena Omotayo
Subject: Draft Memo
 
Here is the draft memo for folks to review and help fill in blanks.  I have not let this sit overnight, so certain there will be
typos.  We have several people that will be reviewing this, so expect changes.  Also, provide all comments in redline.  I
would appreciate if someone from the GSW team could pull together all the team’s comments so that I don’t end up
with 10 docs to merge in.
 
Thanks
 
PS – I have some meetings today and will look at the site plans when I get back. 
 
(Curses – forgot to hit send on this last night)
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE
ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: FW: Warriors Onroad Truck Mitigation & AQ Appendix
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:49:39 AM
Attachments: Warriors AQ Appendix-JR Comments.pdf


Looks like Jess left you off this message.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Range, Jessica (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:30 AM
To: Michael Keinath (mkeinath@environcorp.com); Catherine Mukai; Chris Sanchez "Chris Sanchez"
"Chris Sanchez" <CSanchez@esassoc.com> (CSanchez@esassoc.com); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; joyce@orionenvironment.com
Subject: Warriors Onroad Truck Mitigation & AQ Appendix
 
 Hi Michael, Catherine, & Chris S-
 
I'm reviewing the last draft of the Warriors document and I noticed that the response to my
comment regarding mitigation of on-road trucks basically said that 2010 vehicles were not
feasible. This begs the question of what would be feasible.  We will need to include on-road
vehicle mitigation given BAAQMD staff has already asked about it and given that the onroad
vehicles themselves exceed the significance criteria.  If MY 2009 or 2007 vehicles would be
feasible, we should add that to M-AQ-1 and quantify the emissions reduction in the EIR.
 
I am giving you guys a heads up on this one before our May 19th meeting so that we can
revise Impact AQ-1 to include this mitigation in advance of May 19th.  You may need to
coordinate with the Warriors on feasibility. We will likely also need something in our record
to indicate that using MY 2010 vehicles is not feasible.
 
Regarding the AQ appendix, I have the following larger comments that I'd like to provide you
(see attached PDF for full comments):
1. The document states that the alternatives are analyzed quantitatively using the same
methodology, but the results for the alternatives are not included in the report.
2. There are inconsistencies with the results presented in the AQ Appendix and the EIR
section. These inconsistencies should be rectified. I would prefer that the AQ appendix use
the same table format as in the EIR.
 
Chris Kern and I are mostly available today if you would like to schedule a call to discuss.
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APPENDIX AQ 
Air Quality Supporting Information 
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I Introduction 
At the request of Environmental Science Associates (ESA), on behalf of the Golden State 
Warriors (GSW or Sponsor), ENVIRON International Corporation (ENVIRON) conducted a 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis of criteria air pollutants (CAPs) and 
precursor emissions associated with the proposed construction of a multi-purpose event center 
and ancillary development Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 in San Francisco, CA (’Project" or "Site").’ 
The analysis prepared by ENVIRON will be used to inform preparation of the Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) on the project. This Air Quality Protocol describes the 
methodology used for evaluation of air quality impacts from cpnstruction and operational sources. 
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The proposed ’oject is not locted in an Air Pollutionosure Zone (APEZ) as defined by the 
San Francisco Department,Environmental Planning (EEP). However, in the event that the 
proposed project could result in increased emissions over those assumed for prior approved 
development for the site in the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(FSEIR), the project impacts could be substantial enough to create a new APEZ. Therefore, 
preparation of a construction health risk assessment (HRA) and operational HRA are included 
as part of the air quality impact analysis to demonstrate that the Project will not create an APEZ 
at nearby sensitive receptors. 



1.1 Project Understanding 



The proposed Project would be located at Blocks 29-32 of Mission Bay, as designated in the 
Mission Bay Redevelopment Area. The Mission Bay Redevelopment Area has a 
from 1998. 	 activyl 



Two alternatives to the project are also considered, as discussed below. 



1.1.1 Proposed Project 



The Project would be located at Blocks 29-32 of Mission Bay within the Mission Bay 
Redevelopment Area of San Francisco. The rectangular site is bound by Third Street to the 
west, South Street to the north, Terry Francois Boulevard to the east, and 16th Street to the 
south. Blocks 29-32 are approximatelycres, which are currently vacant. Currently, there are 
residential land uses to the northwest arid south of the proposed Project site, but none 
immediately adjacent to the site. 	 /,i))V ça..L5 	 . u)hAc,L1’ i S 



Maot 
The GSW, the Project proponent, propose to create a new approximately 18,000-seat multi-
purpose event center and ancillary development including multiple office buildings, retail, 
restaurants, structured parking, plaza areas, and other amenities. Based on data provided by 
the GSW, the Project build-out for Blocks 29-32 would include approximately 750,000 gross 
square feet (gsf) for a multi-use events center and 25,000 gsf for the GSW offices; 580,000 gsf 
of non-GSW office space; 475,000 gsf of parking (950 spaces); 125,000 gsf of retail space 
including sit-down restaurants, quick-service restaurants, and soft goods retail. 2  The privately 



A separate greenhouse gas inventory will be prepared using similar methods as part of an application for judicial 
streamlining under Public Resources code 21178-21189.3. 



Notice of Preparation, Table 1. November 19, 2014. 
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Figure 1. Conceptual Design Site Plan 
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financed events center would host the Bay Area’s National Basketball Association (NBA) 
basketball team, the GSW, during the NBA season, as well as provide a year-round venue for a 
variety of other uses, including, but not limited to, concerts, cultural events, family shows, 
conferences, and conventions. The preliminary, conceptual layout is shown in Figure 1 of this 
Air Quality Protocol. The Project will also include new back-up engines. 



Construction of the Project is anticipated to proceed with the offices and arena being built 
concurrently. The air quality analysis used the construction schedule and phases proposed by 
the Project Sponsor to estimate construction impacts. 



1.1.2 Project Alternatives 



The SEIR alternatives analysis included the No Project Alternative (the currently approved 
development on Blocks 29-32) and one other alternative, a reduced intensity project. These 
alternatives are analyzed qualitatively in this study. 



Alternative A: No Project 



Under the first alternative, all aspects of the current operation at Oracle Arena in 
Oakland are retained. 



In Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, 1,056,000 square feet of office space would 
be constructed at the Project site instead of the proposed arena plus office buildings and 
other uses. As part of the 1998 Mission Bay Redevelopment Area SEIR, Blocks 29-32 
are entitled for up to 1,056,000 square feet of office space. Alternative A also includes 
up to 31,700 gsf of retail use. 



ENVIRON evaluated construction and operation of Alternative A to an equal level of 
detail as the Project. ENVIRON modeled construction emissions using accepted 
methodologies such as modeling with California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod). Because there is no change at the Oracle Arena in Alternative A, the sole 
impacts come from the office and retail space at Blocks 29-32. As such, only the office 
and retail space is considered in the impacts analysis. 



Alternative B: Reduced Intensity at Blocks 29-32 



� Under Alternative B, Blocks 29-32 adjustments will be made to retail uses, office uses, 
and parking spaces at Blocks 29-32. All other aspects of the proposed Project will 
remain unchanged. 



� From an air quality perspective, this Alternative is expected to have reduced impacts 
from those of the Project because of its reduced scope. 



1.2 Objective 



The purpose of the air quality analysis is to assess potential criteria pollutant emissions and 
ozone precursor emissions that would result from construction and operation of the proposed 
Project consistent with guidelines and methodologies from air quality agencies, specifically, the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), the California Air Resources Board 
(ARB), and the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 
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Consistent with CEQA requirements, this Air Quality Analysis evaluates mass emissions of 
CAPs from both construction and operational activities (including traffic generated from the 
proposed Project). The scope of this Air Quality Analysis also includes a construction HRA and 
operational HRA to determine whether the Project contributes to cumulative effects at nearby 
receptors over the significance thresholds used by SFEP. 



1.3 Project Methodology 



Construction emissions associated with the Project would be from off-road construction 
equipment and on-road mobile sources. There would also be operational emissions associated 
with the Project from traffic-related sources and stationary sources such as boilers and five 
standby emergency generators. An equivalent level of detail was used in analyzing the Project 
and the Alternatives. To that extent, the ’Project Methodology" discussed throughout this 
document applies to all Alternatives. 



The City of San Francisco, in conjunction with the BAAQMD, has recently completed a City-
wide HRA to evaluate cumulative cancer risks and fine particulate matter less than 2.5 
micrometer in diameter (PM 25) concentrations from existing stationary and mobile sources. The 
construction HRA and operational HRA in this Air Quality Analysis was conducted to be 
consistent with the City-wide HRA. 



1.3.1 Project Impacts 



The following three sources of emissions were analyzed in the Project build-out year of 2018. 
For the construction years, ENVIRON assumed unmitigated emissions based on the 
construction fleet statewide average for that year. For example, in 2015, the fleet-average 
emission factor for 2015 were used, and in 2016 the fleet-average emission factor for 2016 were 
used. Estimation of trip lengths relied on state survey data and season ticket holder addresses. 



The three sources of emissions considered are: 



1. Project construction (both without implementation of measures to reduce Project impacts 
and withffiitigation measures in place as per Section 5 of this Analysis); 



2. Project stationary source emissions in the first Project operation year; and 



3. Project traffic emissions in the first Project operation year. 
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2 Emissions Estimates 
The methods used to estimate the emissions of CAPs and Toxic Air Contaminants (TAOs) from 
the Project are described here. Because estimation techniques are different for construction and 
operation, they are discussed separately below. 



2.1 Calculation Methodologies for Construction Emission Sources 



Construction emission calculation methodologies cover off-road equipment, which is primarily 
diesel-fueled, on-road vehicles, and architectural coatings. Calculation methodologies for each 
type of emissions are explained separately. The methodology used to calculate emissions from 
each category is presented in Table 1: Emissions Calculations Methodology. 



2.1.1 Off-road Diesel Equipment 



Project-specific construction equipment inventories that include details on the type, quantity, 
construction schedule, and hours of operation anticipated for each piece of equipment for each 
construction phase were provided by the Sponsor. For the diesel-fueled equipment, ENVIRON 
used methodologies consistent with CalEEModfi  to estimate emissions .3  Where Project-specific 
equipment information is not available, CaIEEMod o  default values were used. Load factors for 
each piece of equipment were based on the default load factor in ARB’s 2011 Off-Road 
Equipment Model (OFFROAD20I1). 



2.1.2 On-road Haul Trucks and Delivery Trucks and Vans 



On-road truck emissions were calculated using the total number of trucks provided by the 
Sponsor as part of the SEIR project description and emission factors from ARB’s EMissio 
FACtor model (EMFAC2011) model. For haul trucks, a 20-mile one-way trip length wesed, 
based on CaIEEMod o  default truck trip lengths, and for vendor trucks a 7.3-mile trip length was 
used, based on the regional default vendor trip length from CaIEEModfi.  The emission factors 
for running emissions for criteria pollutants were 	nerated with the last version of the 
EMFAC201 1, released on September 30, 2011, and updated in January 2013. The model 
includes updated information on California’s car and truck fleets and travel activity. 



Emissions reported by the model were converted to units of grams of pollutant emitted per 
vehicle mile traveled (VMT) using the daily VMT for running emissions, or grams of pollutant 
emitted per trip for idling, starting, and evaporative emissions. 



2.1.3 Construction Worker Commuting Vehicles 



Worker commute trip emissions were included in the emissions inventory for construction. The 
number of trips by workers was estimated based on data received from ESA in coordination with 
the Sponsor with regard to construction phasing. ENVIRON used emission factors from 
EMFAC201 1 and default construction worker trip lengths from CaIEEMod fi  to estimate worker 
trip emissions. 



http://caleemodcom/ 
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Table 1: Emissions Calculations Methodology 



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development 



San Francisco, California 



Type Source Methodology and Formula Reference 



ARB/USEPA 



Construction 
Off-Road Equipment’ Ec = 	(EFc * HP * LF * Hr * C) 



En g ine  
Standards Equipment 
USEPA 
NONROAD 



Running Exhaust and ER = 	(EFR * VMT * C) where VMT 
EMFAC201 1 Running Losses = Trip Length * Trip Number 



Construction and 
Operational On-Road Starting Exhaust and 



E 5  = 	(EF5 * Trip Number*  C) EMFAC201 1 
Mobile Sources2 Evaporative ROG 



Idling Exhaust E 1  = 	(EF1 * Trip Number *Ti*  C) EMFAC201 1 



Operational On-Road Fugitive Road Dust 
from Paved Roads3 Eel 	 [k*(sL)O9l*(W)2]*(1P14N) USEPA 2011 



Mobile Sources 



ARB/USEPA 



Operation Generator  E = EF * HP * Hr 
Off-Road 
Engine 
Standards 



Notes: 
1. E: off-road equipment exhaust emissions (ib). 



2. On-road mobile sources include all diesel truck trips 



g unning exhaust and running losses emissions (lb). 



Es: vehicle starting exhaust and evaporative ROG emissions (lb). 



E1 : vehicle idling emissions (lb). 
EF 1 : vehicle idling emission factor (g/hr-trip). From EMFAC201 1. 
T: idling time 
C: unit conversion factor. 



3. : annual or other long-term average emission factor (IbNMT). 
k: particle size multiplier for particle size range (IbNMT); sL: road surface silt loading (g/m 2); W: average weight (tons) of all the 
vehicles traveling the road; P: number of "wet" days with at least 0.254 mm (0.01 in) of precipitation during the averaging 
period; N: number of days in the averaging period (365 for annual). 



4. E: generator engine emissions 
EF: compression-ignition (diesel) engine emission factor. ARB/USEPA engine PM standard based on engine tier will be used. 
HP: generator horsepower; Hr: generator hours. Assume 50 hours of operation annually as a conservative assumption. 



Other Abbreviations: 
ARB: California Air Resources Board; BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District;; EF: Emission Factor; EMFAC: 
Emission Factor Model EP: Environmental Planning; g: gram; HP: Horsepower; lb: pound; [F: Load Factor; mi: mile; USEPA: 
United States Environmental Protection Agency; VMT: vehicle miles traveled 



References: 
ARB/USEPA. 2013. Table 1: ARB and USEPA Off-Road Compression-Ignition (Diesel) Engine Standards. Available online at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordieselldocuments/Off-Road_Diesel_Stds.xls  
ARB. 2011. EMission FACtors Model, 2011 (EMFAC2011). 
USEPA. 2011. AP 42, Volume I, Fifth Edition. §13.2.1. Paved Roads. Available online at: 
http://www.epa.gov/ttnchiel/ap42/chl  3/final/cl 3s0201 .pdf 
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2.1.4 Architectural Coating Emissions 



ENVIRON used CaIEEMod o  to estimate reactive organic gas (ROG) emissions from 
architectural coating. Compliance with BAAQMD regulations restricting the volatile organic 
compound (VOC) content of commercial paints was assumed. ENVIRON used the San 
Francisco-specific area source emission factors developed by SFEP for ROG from consumer 



2.1.5 Summary of Project Construction Criteria Pollutant Emissions 



CAPs from Project construction phases were added and then normalized over the number of 
days in the construction period. 



2.2 Calculation Methodologies for Operational Emission Sources 



Operational emission calculation methodologies are divided into stationary, area, and mobile 
sources. For each category, emissions are estimated based on data from the Project Sponsor. 
The methodology used to calculate operational emissions from each category is presented in 
Table 1: Emissions Calculations Methodology. 



2.2.1 Stationary Sources 



The proposed Project will include new natural gas-fired boilers and five diesel back-up engines. 
Emissions were calculated based on information provided by the Project Sponsor and assume 
Tier 4 ARB and USEPA off-road diesel engine standards (ARB 2013). It should be noted that 
these stationary sources will be permitted with the BAAQMD and all sources are expected to 
comply with applicable Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and Best Available Control 
Technology for Toxics (TBACT) requirements. 



2.2.2 Area Sources 



The proposed Project includes area sources such architectural coatings, landscape equipment, 
and consumer products use. These emissions were estimated using CalEEMod, based on the 
type and size of land uses associated with the Project. ENVIRON used San Francisco-specific 
area source emission factors developed by SFEP for ROG from consumer products. 



2.2.3 Mobile Sources 



The proposed Project would generate vehicle trips, which were provided by SEIR transportation 
analysts in coordination with ESA. Project traffic was evaluated using EMFAC201 1 for the 
vehicle fleet mix in the San Francisco Bay Area. Additionally, Project-specific types of traffic 
such as delivery trucks were evaluated using vehicle-type specific emission factors from 
EMFAC20I 1, based on Project-specific traffic data as provided by ESA in coordination with the 
Sponsor. Fugitive road dust emissions are estimated using methodologies consistent with 
CaIEEM 0dfi .  The methodologies used to calculate operational mobile emissions can be found in 
Table 1: Emissions Calculations Methodology. 
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3 Health Risk Assessment 



3.1 Introduction 



The objective of the HRA is to evaluate the potential impacts of construction and operation of the 
Project on off-site receptors in the Mission Bay neighborhood of San Francisco. The criterion for 
whether or not the Project presents a significant air quality impact under the CEQA is if the Project 
will "expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations," from Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines. 4  To evaluate impacts in San Francisco, SFEP requires an HRA for an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) if a project is within an APEZ, 5  defined as an area in which 
modeled air pollution exceeds "either: (1) a cancer risk of greater than 100 per one million 
exposed, and/or (2) PM 2.5  concentrations in excess of 10 microgram per cubic meter (pg/rn 3 ) 



(including ambient)." 6 	l.a.pjoject outside 
wiTh-t-quaiteamandLoiwwetzperV1sor If you Iive alarge-multi-phase projeet 



The Project is not in an APEZ, based on air dispersion modeling performed by the San 
Francisco Department of Public Health in conjunction with SEEP and the BAAQMD. 8  The 
Project is not bounded by an APEZ, either, with the nearest APEZ falling over the University of 
California, San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus, to the west of the Project. The parcels 
immediately surrounding the Project have average excess cancer risks below 50 in one million 
persons, with lower risks to the east of Third Street. The nearest residential parcel is the UCSF 
dormitory to the northwest of the Project; risks at this parcel are below 26 in one million, 
although the average period of residence in the dormitory is less than the 70 years assumed in 
excess cancer risk calculations. Another sensitive receptor is located at the UCSF Medical 
Center at Mission Bay to the southwest of the Project; risks at this parcel are below 45 in one 
million, but again the average period of residence is less than 70 years. At the dormitory, 
background PM 25  concentration from the City-wide modeling is 8.5 pg/m 3 . At the UCSF Medical 
Center, background PM 2 . 5  concentration is 8.6 pg/rn 3 . 



Since the Project is not in an APEZ, the subsequent criterion of significance is whether or not 
the Project will create an APEZ. The Project’s excess cancer risk and PM 2 . 5  contribution is 
evaluated for contributions from two schemes, construction and operation. A lifetime cumulative 
risk and annual average PM 2 . 5  concentration including both construction and operation is 



Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 
15000-1538 -b  
San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning. AQ Interim Standard Language .- Negative 
Declarations and Environmental Impact Reports. 



6 
 Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, City and County of San Francisco. 2014. Memorandum to file 



Re 2014 Air Pollutant Exposure Zone Map. April 9. 



San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning. AQ Interim Standard Language - Negative 
Declarations and Environmental Impact Reports. 



See Air Pollutant Exposure Zone map (hftp://www. sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/AirQuality/  
AirPollutantExposureZoneMap.pdf) and DPH website (http://www.sfdph.org/dph/eh/Air/Article38 . asp). 



For parcel-specific information, see the Zoning designation for Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-
32, Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008. This is the parcel bounded by South Street on the north, 
Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and roughly by the future planned realigned Terry A. Francois 
Boulevard on the east. 



The Project is not in a "health vulnerability layer" as defined in the 2014 Air Pollutant Exposure Zone Map 
memorandum, either, as it is not in the affected zip codes or within 500 feet of a freeway. 
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considered and compared against the APEZ thresholds. Annual average PM 2 . 5  concentration 
during both construction and after operation of the Project as considered individually and 
compared against the APEZ thresholds. 



To show that the Project will not create an APEZ at nearby residential or sensitive receptors, 
ENVIRON performed a construction HRA using the USEPA AERMOD model 9  and performed an 
operational HRA using the BAAQMD screening tools and the USEPA SCREEN3 model. 10  



3.2 Estimated Air Concentrations for Construction HRA 



Consistent with the City-wide HRA, the air toxics analysis evaluated health risks and PM 25  
concentrations resulting from the Project upon the surrounding community. Project construction 
is planned for a 27-month period starting in late 2015. The Project Sponsor provided ENVIRON 
with the proposed construction off-road equipment list, count, and activity; and on-road vehicle 
traffic. ARB tools and methods were used to estimate emissions of diesel particulate matter 
(DPM) and other TACs from the off- and on-road equipment list. 



3.2.1 Chemical Selection 



The cancer risk analysis in the construction HRA is based on DPM concentrations and total 
organic gases (TOGs) from diesel equipment and on-road vehicles. Diesel exhaust, a complex 
mixture that includes hundreds of individual constituents (California Environmental Protection 
Agency [Cal/EPA] 1998), is identified by the State of California as a known carcinogen (Cal/EPA 
2014). Under California regulatory guidelines, DPM is used as a surrogate measure of 
carcinogen exposure for the mixture of chemicals that make up diesel exhaust as a whole 
(Cal/EPA 2014). Cal/EPA and other proponents of using the surrogate approach to quantifying 
cancer risks associated with the diesel mixture indicate that this method is preferable to a 
component-based approach. A component-based approach involves estimating risks for each of 
the individual components of a mixture. Critics of the component-based approach believe it will 
underestimate the risks associated with diesel as a whole because the identity of all chemicals 
in the mixture may not be known or exposure and health effects information for all chemicals 
identified within the mixture may not be available. Furthermore, Cal/EPA has concluded that 
"potential cancer risk from inhalation exposure to whole diesel exhaust will exceed the multi-
pathway cancer risk from the speciated components (Cal/EPA 2003)." The analysis of DPM for 
this Project is based on the surrogate approach, as recommended by Cal/EPA. 



3.2.2 Project Sources 



Near-field air dispersion modeling of DPM and PM 2 . 5  from Project construction sources was 
conducted using the USEPA AERMOD model. 11  For each receptor location, the model 
generates average air concentrations that result from emissions from multiple sources. 



Air dispersion models such as AERMOD require a variety of inputs such as source parameters, 
meteorological parameters, topography information, and receptor parameters. When site- 



Available at hftp://www.epa.gov/ftn/scram/dispersion_prefrec.htm#aermod . 
10  Available at hftp://www.epa.gov/ftn/scram/dispersion_screening.htm.  



On November 9, 2005, the USEPA promulgated final revisions to the federal Guideline on Air Quality Models, in 
which it recommended that AERMOD be used for dispersion modeling evaluations of criteria air pollutant and toxic 
air pollutant emissions from typical industrial facilities. 
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tAlpts 
specific information,i?unknown, ENVIRON used default parameter sets that are designed to 
produce conservative (i.e., overestimated) air concentrations. 



3.2.3 Meteorological Data 



Air dispersion modeling applications require the use of meteorological data that ideally are 
spatially and temporally representative of conditions in the immediate vicinity of the site under 
consideration. For this HRA, BAAQMD’s Mission Bay meteorological data for the year 2008 was 
used, which aligns with the San Francisco City-wide HRA Methodology (BAAQMD 2012). 



3.2.4 Terrain Considerations 



Elevation and land use data was imported from the National Elevation Dataset (NED) 
maintained by the United States Geological Survey (USGS 2013). An important consideration in 
an air dispersion modeling analysis is the selection of whether or not to model an urban area. 
Due to the urban nature of San Francisco, the site was modeled with the urban population of 
805,235, corresponding to the 2010 US Census. 



3.2.5 Emission Rates 



Emitting activities were modeled to reflect the actual hours of construction. Emissions were 
modeled using the ’Q  ("chi over q") method, such that each phase has unit emission rates (i.e., 
1 gram per second [gis]), and the model estimates dispersion factors (with units of [pg/m 3]/[g/s]). 



For annual average ambient air concentrations, the estimated annual average dispersion factors 
are multiplied by the annual average emission rates. The emission ratewill vary day to day, 
with some days having no emissions. For simplicity, the model assum 	constant emission rate 
during the entire year. 



In the construction model, modeled meteorological hours of the day are restricted to 7:00 am to 
1:00 am, the likely hours for emissions to occur. This way, only representative meteorological 
data was considered in determining the dispersion factors. Emission rates are adjusted such 
that on average, unit emission rates are modeled, i.e. 1 g/s for 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. 
Thus, the model provides an annual average concentration that can be incorporated directly into 
the health risk calculations assuming 24 hours of daily exposure. 



3.2.6 Source Parameters 



Source location and parameters are necessary to model the dispersion of air emissions. The 
duration of construction on Blocks 29-32 is anticipated to be up to 27 months, with arena and 
office building construction proceeding concurrently. At any given time there will be multiple 
emissions sources associated with construction equipment within the construction zone. 



Error! Reference source not found.2 summarizes the source parameters associated with the 
construction HR . The construction area was modeled as an Area source encompassing the 
entire Project site, following City-wide HRA Methodology. The Area source model included 
emissions from both off-road construction equipment and off-site trucks (trucks going to and from 
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construction zones 12). A release height of 5 meters was used, with an initial vertical dimension of 
1.4 meters. Emissions were distributed uniformly throughout the area source representing 
construction of that phase. 



Table 2: Modeling Parameters 
GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development 
San Francisco, California 



Source Release 
Initial Initial 



Period Source Dimension Number of Height’ 
Vertical Lateral 



Sources 1 ’2 
 4  Dimension Dimension 



[m]  [m] [m] [m] 



Construction 



Equipment 
Construction Project Area 2 5.0 1.4 N/A 



and On- 



Road Trucks 



Notes: 
1. Due to lack of specific instructions on modeling of construction emissions from BAAQMD, ENVIRON witi useiethodoIogy from the City-wide 



HRA when setting up the model. According to the City-wide HRA methodology, construction sources WULbee modeled as area sources. 
2. The number of sources is to be determined based on the geometry of the truck routes. 
3. According to the City-wide HRA methodology, release height of the modeled construction was set to 5 meters 
4. According to the City-wide HRA methodology, initial vertical dimension of the modeled construction sources was set to 1.4 meters. 



Abbreviations: 
BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
HRA: Health Risk Assessment 
K: Kelvin 
m: meter 
5: second 



Reference: 
BAAQMD, 2012. The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation, V9. 



3.2.7 Receptors 



Offsite receptors were placed at locations collocated with the grid receptors used in the City-
wide HRA and within 2,000 feet of the Project site. Receptors were modeled at a height of 1.8 
meters above terrain height, a default breathing height for ground-floor receptors, consistent 
with the City-wide HRA analysis. As discussed previously, average annual dispersion factors 
were estimated for each receptor location. 



3.2.8 Modeling Adjustment Factors 



Cal/EPA (2003) recommends applying an adjustment factor to the annual average 
concentration modeled assuming continuous emissions (i.e., 24 hours per day, 7 days per 
week), when the actual emissions are less than 24 hours per day and exposures are concurrent 
with construction activities occurring at the Project. 



Off-site residents are assumed to be exposed to construction emissions 24 hours per day, seven 
days per week. This assumption is consistent with the modeled emission rates (24 hours per day, 
7 days per week), even though actual construction operations may occur for fewer than 24 hours 



12 ENVIRON assumed a 20 mile one-way trip length for Construction Hauling, based on CaIEEMod TM  default values, 
if Project-specific data is not available. 
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per day and fewer than 7 days per week. Thus, the annual average concentration need not be 
adjusted. This approach simplifies the model set up, yet does not underestimate exposure since 
ENVIRON is evaluating chronic health risk impacts and follows City-wide HRA Methodology. 



3.3 Risk Characterization Methods for Construction HRA 



The following sections discuss in detail the various components required to conduct the HRA. 



3.3.1 Exposure Assessment 



3.3.1.1 Potentially Exposed Populations 



The Construction HRA conservatively evaluated impacts at the off-site receptors assuming child 
residents. 13  As the residential exposure assumptions are more conservative than those for other 
sensitive receptor types, a conservative approach of considering all receptors as residential 
receptors was used. In addition, for the purposes of the cumulative APEZ analysis, the HRA 
also evaluated impacts at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay assuming a child receptor. 
The impacts at the hospital consider outdoor air concentrations only, although indoor air at 
hospitals is filtered to lower indoor air particulate matter concentrations versus outdoor air. 



3.3.1.2 Exposure Assumptions 



The exposure parameters used to estimate excess lifetime cancer risks for all potentially 
exposed populations for the construction and operation scenarios are based on risk assessment 
guidelines from Cal/EPA (2003) and BAAQMD (2010), unless otherwise noted, and are 
presented in Table 3: Exposure Parameters. 



Table 3: Exposure Parameters 
GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development 
San Francisco, California 



tk 
1xo 



,.j, M’jV\ 
?v 	 fv 



L 



ah 



bt 



c’A 



b 



Exposure Parameter Units 
Construction 



Child Resident Hospital Child 



Daily Breathing Rate (DBR) 1  [L/kg-day] 581 581 



Exposure Time (ET) 2  [hours/24 hours] 24 24 



Exposure Frequency (EF) 3  [days/year] 350 365 



Exposure Duration (ED )4 [years] 2 1 



Averaging Time (AT) [days] 25,550 25,550 



Intake Factor, Inhalation (IF flh ) [m 3/kg-day] 0.016 0.0083 
Notes: 
1. Daily breathing rate for child resident reflects default breathing rate from BMQMD 2010. 
2. Exposure time for child resident reflects default exposure time from BAAQMD 2010. 
3. Exposure frequency for child resident reflects default exposure frequency from BAAQMD 2010. 
4 The exposure duration was assumed to be 2 years for child resident reflecting the actual construction duration. Exposure time was 



conservatively assumed to be 1 year for hospital child. 



Abbreviations: 
BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District; L = liter; kg = kilogram; m 3  = cubic meter 



Reference: 
BAAQMD. 2010. Air Toxics NSR Program Health Risk Screening Analysis (HRSA) Guidelines. January. 



13  As Child Resident exposure assumptions are more conservative than those for Adult Residents, a conservative 
approach of considering all off-site receptors as Child Residents during Construction scenario is used in this HRA. 
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3.3.1.3 Calculation of Intake 



The dose estimated for each exposure pathway is a function of the concentration of a chemical 
and the intake of that chemical. The intake factor for inhalation, IF flh , can be calculated as 
follows: 



lF Iflh  = DBR * ET * EF * ED * CF 



AT 



Where: 



IF flh 	= Intake Factor for Inhalation (m 3/kg-day) 



DBR 	= Daily Breathing Rate (L/kg-day) 



ET 	= Exposure Time (hours/24 hours) 



EF 	= Exposure Frequency (days/year) 



ED 	= Exposure Duration (years) 



AT 	= Averaging Time (days) 



CF 	= Conversion Factor, 0.001 (M3  /L) 



The chemical intake or dose is estimated by multiplying the inhalation intake factor, IF flh , by the 
chemical concentration in air, C. When coupled with the chemical concentration, this calculation 
is mathematically equivalent to the dose algorithm given in Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Hot Spots guidance (Cal/EPA 2003). 



3.3.2 Toxicity Assessment 



The toxicity assessment characterizes the relationship between the magnitude of exposure and 
the nature and magnitude of adverse health effects that may result from such exposure. 



Following City-wide HRA Methodology for cancer risk calculations, ENVIRON included toxicity for 
DPM for all source categories, and additionally included organic gases from on-road gasoline-
powered vehicles. Toxicity values are summarized in Table 4: Carcinogenic Toxicity Values. 
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Table 4: Carcinogenic Toxicity Values 
GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development 
San Francisco, California 



Cancer Potency 



Source Analysis Chemical Factor  



[mg/kg-day]" 



Construction Diesel 
Vehicles Cancer Risk Diesel PM 1.1 



1,3-Butadiene 0.6 



Acetaldehyde 0.01 



Construction 
Gasoline Vehicles Cancer Risk 



Benzene _______________________  0.1 



Ethylbenzene 0.0087 



Formaldehyde 0.021 



Naphthalene 0.12 



Abbreviations: 
ARB: Air Resources Board, Cal/EPA: California Environmental Protection Agency, mg/kg-day: per milligram per kilogram-day; 
OEHHA - Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment; PM: Particulate Matter 



Reference: 
Cal/EPA. 2014. OEHHA/ARB Consolidated Table of Approved Risk Assessment Health Values. July. 



3.3.3 Calculated Age-Specific Sensitivity Factors 



The estimated excess lifetime cancer risks for a resident child were adjusted using the age 
sensitivity factors (ASFs) recommended in the Cal/EPA OEHHA Technical Support Document 
(TSD) (2009) and the cancer risk adjustment factors (CRAF5) recommended by BAAQMD 
(2010). This approach accounts for an "anticipated special sensitivity to carcinogens" of infants 
and children. Cancer risk estimates are weighted by a factor of 10 for exposures that occur from 
the third trimester of pregnancy to two years of age and by a factor of three for exposures that 
occur from two years through 15 years of age. No weighting factor (i.e., an ASF of one, which is 
equivalent to no adjustment) is applied to ages 16 to 70 years. 



3.3.4 Estimation of Cancer Risks 



Excess lifetime cancer risks are estimated as the upper-bound incremental probability that an 
individual will develop cancer over a lifetime as a direct result of exposure to potential 
carcinogens. The estimated risk is expressed as a unitless probability. The cancer risk attributed 
to a chemical is calculated by multiplying the chemical intake or dose at the human exchange 
boundaries (e.g., lungs) by the chemical-specific Cancer Potency Factor (CPF). 



The equation used to calculate the potential excess lifetime cancer risk for the inhalation 
pathway is as follows: 
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Risk flh  =C i  x CF x lF jflh  x CPF x ASF 



Where: 



Riskjflh  = 	Cancer Risk; the incremental probability of an individual 
developing cancer as a result of inhalation exposure to a particular 
potential carcinogen (unitless) 



C i 	 Annual Average Air Concentration for Chemical (pg/rn 3 ) 



CF 	= 	Conversion Factor (mg/pg) 



IF fl h 	 Intake Factor for Inhalation (m 3/kg-day) 



CPF 1  = 	Cancer Potency Factor for Chemical1 
(mg chemical/kg body weight-day)’ 



ASF = 	Age Sensitivity Factor (unitless) 



3.4 Operational Traffic Screening 



BAAQMD on-road traffic tools were used along with Project-specific data to estimate PM 2.5  and 
health-risk impacts from on-road traffic. The BAAQMD San Francisco County Surface Street 
Screening Tables 14  provide screening risk estimates for this level of traffic for north-south 
roadways and east-west roadways in San Francisco County. All traffic generated by the Project 
was assumed to travel along the four segments surrounding the Project Site, resulting in a 
conservative estimate of impacts from mobile sources, as all Project traffic may not take these 
routes. 



3.5 Operational Stationary Sources 



The Project will include new natural gas-fired boilers to provide heating to the proposed arena. 
According to the BAAQMD, 15  non-diesel boilers are regarded as minor, low-impact sources that 
can be excluded from the CEQA process. The Project will also include 5 stationary emergency 
diesel engines which will require stationary source permits from the BAAQMD. BAAQMD Rule 
2-5-302 limits project risks to 10 in one million, so for screening purposes incremental risk from 
the generators is assumed to be 10 in one million. In the worst case, the generators might have 
up to 3 different owners, resulting in 3 permits with risks of up to 10 in one million each, for a 
total potential generator risk of 30 in one million. 



PM 2 . 5  impacts were modeled using the USEPA SCREEN3 model. SCREEN3 is a Gaussian air 
dispersion model that uses a worst-case, not site-specific, meteorological dataset to estimate 
maximum impacts. 	 . 	. 	 REEN3 	man health risk 
anal 
	



al 
eptot 



14  BAAQMD. 2011. Roadway Screening Analysis Tables. December. Available online at: 
http://www. baaqmd.gov/�/media/Files/Planning%2oand%2oResearch/CEQNCounty%2OSurface%2oStreet%2OSc 
reening%20Tables%2ODec%2020 11 .ashx?la=en 



15  BAAQMD. 2012. Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards. Available online at: 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/-/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQAIRisk%20Modeling%20Approach%20Ma  
y%20201 2.ashx?la=en 
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4 Measures to Reduce Project Impacts 
Based on the analysis above, a consultation was conducted with 0011, EP, ESA, and the 
Project sponsor to identify and develop feasible measures that would reduce Project impacts. 
These measures afe.b presnted-as 
rnaasufes include use of construction equipment with EPA Tier 2 engines with Level 3 Verifiable 
Diesel Emission Control Strategy or EPA Tier 4 engines. 
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Average Daily Construction-related Emissions 



Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 



ROG NOx PMio PM25 



Off-road Equipment Emissions 13 175 7.1 7.1 



Truck and Vehicle emissions 14.6 70 1.45 1.34 



Architectural Coating Emissions 39 0 0 0 



Totala 66 246 8.6 8.5 
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44tgatrtAverage Daily Construction-related Emissions 



Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 



ROG NOx PM1O PM2.5 



Off-road Equipment Emissions 2.5 22 0.37 0.37 



Truck and Vehicle emissions 14.6 70 1.45 1.34 



Architectural Coating Emissions 39 0 0 0 



Totala 56 93 1.8 1.7 



hro’d S4 51 82  - U.QMD - 



No 



Off-road Equipment Emissions 0.52 



a-- 



93 0.59 0.59 



Truck and Vehicle emissions 14.6 70 1.45 1.34 



Architectural Coating Emissions 39 0 0 0 



Totala 54.2 164 2.0 1.9 
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Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions 



Mobile (Project - GSW Trips) 



Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day) 



ROG 



42 



NOx 



108 



PM1O 



77 



PM2.5 



22 



Standby Diesel Generators 0.30 0.97 0.04 0.04 



Boilers 2.1 14 2.9 2.9 



Area Sources 35 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 



Total (Project - GSW Trips) 79 124 80 25 



Tshkt --- 54 82 53 
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Mobile (Project - GSW Trips) 



Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year) 



ROG 



7.6 



NOx 



20 



PM10 



14 



PM2.5 



4.0 



Standby Diesel generators 0.055 0.18 0.0072 0.0072 



Boilers 0.38 2.6 0.52 0.52 



Area Sources 6.4 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 



Total (Project - GSW Trips) 14.4 23 14.6 4.5 
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Source 



Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk 



(in one million) 



PM25  Concentration 



(ig/m3, Annual Average) 



Background (Hospital/Housing) 44/26 8.6/8.5 



Construction Total (Unmitigated/ iMtii) 54/4.0 0.3 ,d ot 
Project Operations - Generators 30 0.055 



Project Operations - Mobile 7.2 0.32 



Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/ 
Construction 8.9/8.7 



Operational: 9.0 � 
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Thank you,
 


Jessica Range
Environmental Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, Ca 94103
E: Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
T: (415) 575-9018
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:43:03 PM
Attachments: image002.png


Paul et al.,
 
Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects
photo-shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA
site plan. The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our
NOP site plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences
between the two are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square
footages or other analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.
 
Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design
onto the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency’s sake.
They’ll be able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope
that helps tie things up.
 
As to your other questions:


1.        
a.      See above, no change intended
b.       See above, no change intended
c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project
d.       See above, no change intended
e.      You’re correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made


that move is on a plane right now but I will track down the difference for you
asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event
equipment like a basketball court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink
as the proposed Project’s Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper
Plaza dimensions, I’d guess the northeast stairs are 20’ and the southeast
stairs are 25’. I will have our architects confirm this as well.
 


2.       Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed
Project and the Variant.
 


3.       Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage.
Jose has suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the
current design intent. There would be no change to proposed loading count.
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4.       We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I’ll have our architects hop on that
right away and see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


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


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:
 


1.        Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number
of other changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan
(i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event
center does not extend as far south as the proposed project


b.       For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend
slightly further out towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light
blue (e.g., the atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass
covering.  Are these areas different than what you are proposing for the
proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.       For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains
different features compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2
feet higher) than the gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate
the square footage in size of the gatehouse for Variant vs. the proposed
project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be
paved.  So to confirm, will there be any subsurface infrastructure to
accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location, or to be converted
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to a basketball court, etc. for special events?
g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from


the Main Lower Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.       Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the
Variant are identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1). 


3.       Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.       Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in
the EIR Project Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000
From:Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com) <kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett
(CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com) <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine
Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org) <Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,
 
Here is a link
(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested


for the site plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
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Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon
for the two scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara
variant. I’m told that the results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site
wind exceedance drops below the existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we
should discuss whether the results from the base project with mitigations are intended
to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The
charts will cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with
wind screens, canopies, etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward
them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the
vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I
have a call with them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early
results. I’ll pass along an update as soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
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Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind
data ASAP. As of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the
schedule I sent last week. If ESA receives the needed information by COB tomorrow,
they will complete the variant chapter for review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that
will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: FW: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 1:08:55 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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A little more insight on the cost-effectiveness limit.
 
 
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
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


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


From: Anthony Fournier [mailto:afournier@baaqmd.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 12:59 PM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Alison Kirk
Subject: RE: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
 
Hi Jessica,
 
Thanks for the call this morning; sorry I didn’t have much time to talk.  Please see the link below for
the section of the ARB guidelines that addresses the Capital Recovery Factor (CRF).  The CRF allows
us to evaluate the annualized cost of funding a project that recognizes emissions benefits over
multiple years.  The CRF uses an interest rate and project life to determine the rate at which earnings
could reasonably be expected if the same funds were invested over a length of time.
 


ARB 2011 Carl Moyer Program Guidelines, Appendix G:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/moyer/guidelines/2011gl/2011cmp_appg_03_30_15.pdf


 
The cost-effectiveness limit ($18,030/ weighted ton) set by ARB is tied to the use of the CRF.  If we
do not use this factor in the analysis, we will end up underestimating the mitigation amount and will
not be able to guarantee the emissions reductions you’re looking for with the reduced amount.  We
determined the amount in Alison’s email below using actual project cost and emissions data, and will
be able to provide the emission reductions with this amount.
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Please let me know if you want to set up a time later to discuss this in greater detail.
 
Thanks,
Anthony
 
 
Anthony Fournier
Director, Strategic Incentives Division
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109
Phone:  (415) 749-4961
Fax:  (415) 749-5020
 
 
 
 


From: Alison Kirk 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Cc: Henry Hilken; David Vintze; Anthony Fournier
Subject: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
 
Jessica,
 
As I mentioned on the telephone, both Anthony and Dave are comfortable basing the cost-
effectiveness of the air quality mitigation measure on  the Vehicle Buy Back program’s average cost
of $12,000/ton of emission reductions. Thus, for the mitigation measure Anthony determined:
 


Proposed mitigation funding:  $620,922 (includes 0.347 CRF factor and 5% admin fee)
Emissions to mitigate:  17.11 TPY of ozone precursors (NOx + ROG)


 
Please let me know if you have any questions. Thanks.
 
Alison Kirk, AICP
Senior Environmental Planner
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109
 
Tel. 415-749-5169
Fax 415-749-4741
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Clarke Miller; Paul Mitchell; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy,


Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:36:00 PM


I am available any time before 1PM tomorrow.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:36 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Paul Mitchell; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam
(ECN); Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Tomorrow at 11:00 works for me if that’s a better time for others.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:33 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
I’m booked until 11am tomorrow, but if Kate and Mary are available at 9am, I can be sure they’re
up-to-speed on these items prior to the call so you can proceed at 9am.
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:31 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam
(ECN); Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
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Hi all,
We’d like to schedule a call ASAP to discuss where we’re at on the variant and on the new wind data
for both the project and the variant. We also need to discuss the schedule for reviewing and
certifying the admin record per the AB900 requirements.
 
Please let me know if you’re available at 9:00 tomorrow morning.
Thanks
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:
 


1.        Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number
of other changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan
(i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event
center does not extend as far south as the proposed project


b.       For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend
slightly further out towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light
blue (e.g., the atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass
covering.  Are these areas different than what you are proposing for the
proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.       For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains
different features compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2
feet higher) than the gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate
the square footage in size of the gatehouse for Variant vs. the proposed
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project.
f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be


paved.  So to confirm, will there be any subsurface infrastructure to
accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location, or to be converted
to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from
the Main Lower Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.       Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the
Variant are identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1). 


3.       Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.       Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in
the EIR Project Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000
From:Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com) <kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett
(CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com) <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine
Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org) <Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


 


Team,
 
Here is a link
(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested
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for the site plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon
for the two scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara
variant. I’m told that the results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site
wind exceedance drops below the existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we
should discuss whether the results from the base project with mitigations are intended
to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The
charts will cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with
wind screens, canopies, etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward
them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the
vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I
have a call with them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early
results. I’ll pass along an update as soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
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Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind
data ASAP. As of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the
schedule I sent last week. If ESA receives the needed information by COB tomorrow,
they will complete the variant chapter for review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that
will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 10:42:13 AM
Attachments: 2011cmp_appc_07_11_14.pdf


2011cmp_appg_03_30_15.pdf
image001.png
image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png


Hi Paul and Adam,
 
Here’s the latest with where we are on the BAAQMD Offset Mitigation.  We are unclear how the
capital recovery factor plays into the calculation since we assume this would be a onetime fee that is
used within a relatively short period of time to achieve actual emissions reductions.  The equation
they used to get to the funding amount is:
 
12,000 tons of emissions reductions X 17.11 tons of emissions  X 5% admin fee
Capital Recovery Factor at 0.347
 
BAAQMD staff says this follows the Carl Moyer Guidelines and we have been directed to the
attached appendices.  The second appendix explains the CRF and shows they are using a 3 year
project life.  Please provide your insights regarding this calculation.
 
Thank you,
 
 
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
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


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


From: Alison Kirk [mailto:AKirk@baaqmd.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Henry Hilken; David Vintze; Anthony Fournier
Subject: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
 
Jessica,
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APPENDIX C 
 



COST-EFFECTIVENESS CALCULATION METHODOLOGY 
 
A. Introduction 
 
All projects are subject to the cost-effectiveness limit defined in Appendix G: Cost 
Effectiveness Limit and Capital Recovery Factors.  Carl Moyer Program (Moyer) funding, 
funding under the air district’s budget authority or fiduciary control, and all state funds 
must be included in determining the cost-effectiveness of surplus emission reductions.  
Funding provided by federal programs designed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
(GHGs) or funding provided by the Alternative and Renewable Fuel and Vehicle 
Technology Program to reduce GHGs do not need to be included in the cost-
effectiveness calculation.  Projects that include such funds must meet all other Carl 
Moyer Program requirements.  For more details see Chapter 2 and 3. 
 
B. General Cost-Effectiveness Calculations 
 



1. Calculating Cost-Effectiveness  
 



The cost-effectiveness of a project is determined by dividing the annualized cost of 
the potential project by the annual weighted surplus emission reductions that will be 
achieved by the project as shown in Formula C-1 below. 
 
Formula C-1: Cost-Effectiveness of Weighted Surplus Emission Reductions ($/ton) 
 
 Cost-Effectiveness ($/ton) =       Annualized Cost ($/yr) 



         Annual Weighted Surplus Emission Reductions (tons/yr) 
 
Directions on how to calculate annual emission reductions and annualized cost are 
provided in the sections that follow. 
 
2. Determining the Annualized Cost 



 
Annualized cost is the amortization of the one-time incentive grant amount for the life 
of the project to yield an estimated annual cost.  The annualized cost is calculated by 
multiplying the incremental cost by the capital recovery factor (CRF) from Table G-3.  
The resulting annualized cost is used to complete Formula C-1 above to determine 
the cost-effectiveness of surplus emission reductions. 
 
Formula C-2: Annualized Cost ($) 



 
Annualized Cost = CRF * incremental cost ($) 
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3. Calculating the Incremental Cost 
 



Maximum eligible percent funding amounts define incremental cost; in many cases 
an applicant will provide an estimate of the cost of the reduced technology.  The 
incremental cost is determined by multiplying the cost of the reduced technology by 
the maximum eligible percent funding amount (from applicable chapter), as described 
in Formula C-3 below.   



 
Formula C-3: Incremental Cost ($) 



 
Incremental Cost = Cost of Reduced Technology ($) * Maximum Eligible Percent 



Funding Amount 
 



Generally the cost of the baseline vehicle for a new purchase is assumed to be a 
certain percentage of the cost of a new vehicle meeting reduced emissions from the 
standard.  The cost of the baseline technology for a repower is assumed to be a 
percentage of the new engine.  For retrofits, there is no baseline technology cost; 
hence the entire cost of the retrofit may be eligible for funding in most cases, but not 
for on-road.  Refer to the On-Road chapter for specific eligible retrofit cost. 



 
For school bus fleet modernization projects, the incremental cost is determined by 
adjusting the value given to the vehicle by the National Automotive Dealership 
Association (N.A.D.A.), as described in Formula C-4 below. 



 
Formula C-4:  Incremental Cost for School Bus Fleet Modernization Projects ($) 



 
When the replacement school bus is not new, use the N.A.D.A value 
where the N.A.D.A value is the retail value of the used school bus * 100 
percent. 



 
When the replacement school bus is new, use the invoice of the new 
school bus * 100 percent. 



 
Use the results from Formula C-3 or C-4 to complete Formula C-2 to determine the 
annualized cost of a project. 



 
4. Calculating the Annual Weighted Surplus Emission Reductions  



 
Annual weighted emission reductions are estimated by taking the sum of the project’s 
annual surplus pollutant reductions following Formula C-5 below.  This will allow 
projects that reduce one, two, or all three of the covered pollutants to be evaluated for 
eligibility to receive Carl Moyer Program funding.  While oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and 
reactive organic gases (ROG) emissions are given equal weight, emissions of 
particulate matter (PM) carry a greater weight in the calculation. 



 
Formula C-5: Annual Weighted Surplus Emission Reductions (tons/yr) 
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Weighted Emission Reductions =  



 
NOx reductions (tons/yr) + ROG reductions (tons/yr) + [20 * (PM reductions (tons/yr)] 



 
The result of Formula C-5 is used to complete Formula C-1 to determine the 
cost-effectiveness of surplus emission reductions. 
 
In order to determine the annual surplus emission reductions by pollutant,  
Formula C-15 below must be completed for each pollutant (NOx, ROG, and PM), for 
the baseline technology and the reduced technology, totaling up to six calculations: 



 
These calculations are completed for each pollutant by multiplying the engine 
emission factor or converted emission standard (found in Appendix D) by the annual 
activity level and by other adjustment factors as specified for the calculation 
methodologies presented.   



 
5. Calculating Annual Emission Reductions Based on Usage 



 
Usage: The Carl Moyer Program allows the emission reductions from a project to be 
calculated using the following activity factors on an annual basis:  
 



(A) Hours of operation,  
(B) Fuel consumption, or 
(C) Miles traveled.   



 
Specific activity factors allowed for each project category may differ and are identified 
in the source category chapters of the Carl Moyer Program Guidelines.   



 
(A) Calculating Annual Emission Reductions Based on Hours of Operation 



 
When actual annual hours of equipment operation are the basis for determining 
emission reductions, the horsepower rating of the engine and an engine load 
factor found in Appendix D must be used.  The method for calculating emission 
reductions based on hours of operation is described in Formula C-6 below. 



 
Formula C-6: Estimated Annual Emission Reductions based on hours of 
Operation (tons/yr) 
 
Annual Emissions Reductions = 



 



Baseline Technology Reduced Technology 
1. Annual emissions of NOx 4. Annual emissions of NOx 
2. Annual emissions of ROG 5. Annual emissions of ROG 
3. Annual emissions of PM 6. Annual emissions of PM 
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Emission Factor or Converted Emission Standard (grams per brake 
horsepower-hour)(g/bhp-hr)) * Horsepower * Load Factor * Activity 



(hours(hrs)/yr) * Percent Operation in California (CA) * ton/907,200 grams (g) 
 



The engine load factor is an indicator of the nominal amount of work done by the 
engine for a particular application.  It is given as a fraction of the rated horsepower 
of the engine and varies with engine application.  For projects in which the 
horsepower of the baseline technology and reduced technology are different by 
more than 25 percent, the load factor must be adjusted following Formula C-7 
below.  It is important to understand the replacement load factor must never 
exceed 100 percent in cases where the reduced technology engine is significantly 
smaller than the baseline technology engine. 



 
Formula C-7: Replacement Load Factor 



 
Replacement Load Factor = Load Factor baseline * hp baseline/hp reduced 



 
(B) Calculating Annual Emissions Based on Fuel Consumption 



 
When annual fuel consumption is used for determining emission reductions, the 
equipment activity level must be based on annual fuel usage within California 
provided by the applicant.  Fuel records must be maintained by the engine owner 
as described in the relevant source category chapter for additional information on 
this topic. 



 
A fuel consumption rate factor must be used to convert emissions given in 
g/bhp-hr to units of grams of emissions per gallon of fuel used (g/gal).  The fuel 
consumption rate factor is a number that combines the effects of engine efficiency 
and the energy content of the fuel used in that engine into an approximation of the 
amount of work output by an engine for each unit of fuel consumed.  The fuel 
consumption rate factor is found in Table D-24 in Appendix D.  Formulas C-8 and 
C-9 below are the formulas for calculating annual emissions based on annual fuel 
consumed. 



 
Formula C-8: Estimated Annual Emissions based on Fuel Consumed using 
Emission Factors or Converted Emission Standard (tons/yr) 
 
Annual Emission Reductions = 



 
Emission Factor or Converted Emission Standard (g/bhp-hr) * fuel 



consumption rate factor (bhp-hr/gallon (gal)) * Activity (gal/yr) * Percent 
Operation in CA * ton/907,200g 



 
Formula C-9: Estimated Annual Emissions based on Fuel using Emission Factors 
(tons/yr) 
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Annual Emission Reductions = 
 



Emission Factor (g/gal) * Activity (gal/yr) * Percent Operation in CA * 
ton/907,200g 



 
(C) Calculating Annual Emissions Based on Annual Miles Traveled 



 
Calculations based on annual miles traveled are used for on-road projects only.  
Mileage records must be maintained by the engine owner as described in 
Chapter 4: On-road Heavy-Duty Vehicles.   



 
Calculations Using Emission Factors:  There is no conversion since the emission 
factors for on-road projects provided are given in units of g/mile.  Formula C-10 
describes the method for calculating pollutant emissions based on emission 
factors and miles traveled.   



 
Formula C-10: Estimated Annual Emissions based on Mileage using Emission 
Factors (tons/yr) 
 
Annual Emission Reductions = 



 
Emission Factor (g/mile) * Activity (miles/yr) * Percent Operation in CA * 



ton/907,200g 
 



Calculating Annual Emissions Based on Converted Standards:  The unit 
conversion factor found in Tables D-5 and D-6 (Appendix D) are used to convert 
the units of the converted emission standard (g/bhp-hr) to g/mile.  Formula C-11 
describes the method for calculating pollutant emissions using converted emission 
standards. 
 
Formula C-11: Estimated Annual Emissions based on Mileage using Converted 
Emission Standards (tons/yr) 



 
Annual Emission Reductions = 
 



Converted Emission Standard (g/bhp-hr) * Unit Conversion (bhp-hr/mile) * Activity 
(miles/yr) * Percent Operation in CA * ton/907,200 g 



 
6. Calculating Two for One Projects 



 
Two for One Projects:  For equipment replacement of Two for One Project, two 
baseline technology equipment will be replaced for one reduced technology.  First, 
calculate the emission reduction benefits based on activity for each baseline engine 
separately using Formulas C-6, C-8 or C-10.  These emission reductions will then be 
summed together before deducting the emission reduction benefits of the reduced 
technology using Formula C-13.  See the sample calculations supplemental 
document for an example on this calculation methodology. 
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7. Calculating Split Project Life Projects 
 
Split Project Life:  Split Project Life Projects must use a separate project life for the 
two baseline technology scenarios.  First, Formulas C-6, C-8, or C-10 must be used 
to calculate emission reduction by pollutant for the two baseline scenarios: 



 
(A) Baseline technology to phase 1 reduced technology 
(B) Phase 1 reduced technology to phase 2 reduced technology  



 
Formula C-5 is used to calculate the annual emission reductions for each baseline 
technology.  Next, a fraction of the project life must be applied to the annual emission 
reductions for each of the baseline scenarios, as outlined below in Formula C-12.   



 
Formula C-12: Split Project Life 



 
Total Annual Weighted Surplus Emission Reductions = 



 
(Fraction project life / Total project life * Annual weighted surplus 
emissions from transaction 1) + Fraction project life / Total project life * 
Annual weighted surplus emissions from transaction 2)  



 
Total Annual Weighted Surplus Emission Reductions = (n1 / t * a1) + (n2 / t * a2)  



 
 n1 = fraction project life from transaction 1 



n2 = fraction project life from transaction 2 
a1 = Annual weighted surplus emissions from transaction 1 
a2



 = Annual weighted surplus emissions from transaction 2 
 t = total project life 
 



8. Calculating Annual Surplus Emission Reductions by Pollutant 
 



The final step in this portion of the calculations is to determine the annual surplus 
emission reductions by pollutant.  For new purchases and repower projects, subtract 
the annual emissions for the reduced technology from the annual emissions for the 
baseline technology following Formula C-13 below. 



 
Formula C-13: Annual Surplus Emission Reductions by Pollutant (tons/yr) for 
Repowers and New Purchases 
 
Annual Surplus Emission Reductions (by pollutant) = 
 
Annual Emissions for the Baseline Technology – Annual Emissions for the Reduced 



Technology 
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For retrofits, multiply the baseline technology pollutant emissions by the percent of 
emission reductions that the ARB-verified reduced technology is verified to following 
Formula C-14 below. 



 
Formula C-14: Annual Surplus Emission Reductions by Pollutant (tons/yr) for 
Retrofits 



 
Annual Surplus Emission Reductions (by pollutant) = 
 



Annual Emissions for the Baseline Technology * Reduced 
Technology Verification Percent 



 
Calculations must be done for each pollutant, NOx, PM, and ROG, giving a total of 
three calculations. 



 
For fleet modernization projects the baseline will be the newer vehicle emissions. 



 
The annual surplus emission reductions by pollutant would be used in Formula C-5 to 
calculate the annual surplus emission reductions. 



 
9. Calculating a Conversion from Grams to Tons per Year 



 
Conversion to Tons per Year: Since the emission factor or converted standard is 
given in units of grams, a conversion from grams to tons is also required, as 
illustrated in Formula C-15 below. 



 
Formula C-15: Estimated Annual Emissions by Pollutant (tons/yr) 



 
Annual Emission Reduction =  
 



Emission Factor or Converted Emission Standard (g/bhp-hr) * Annual Activity * 
Adjustment Factor(s) * Percent Operation in CA * ton/907,200g 



 
10. Calculations for Co-funding Moyer and Other Public Funds  



 
Other public financial incentive funds, including tax incentives, received by the 
grantee directly must be deducted from the incremental cost.  Air districts must 
request information from grantee to determine what other public financial incentive 
funds will be used for the project.  Other public funds which are determined to be 
operating funds and not incentives do not need to be subtracted from the incremental 
cost.  Advice of legal counsel is recommended to assist in determining if other public 
funds should be classified as incentives or operating funds.  Formula C-16 below 
must be used with Formula C-3 for projects with co-funding to determine the 
maximum grant amount based on incremental cost. 
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Formula C-16: Incremental Cost Limit for Moyer Grant for Grantees receiving other 
Public Financial Incentive Funds (must be used with Formula C-3 for projects with co-
funding) 
 
Maximum Moyer Grant Amount (if cost-effective) = 
 



Incremental Cost (from Formula C-3) - Other Public Financial Incentive Funds 
(including tax rebates and credits) 



 
In addition to Carl Moyer Program funds, air districts must also include all funds 
under the district’s budget authority or fiduciary control plus any other state funds 
when calculating cost-effectiveness for the project; the total funds contributed by the 
air district plus all state funds must meet current cost-effectiveness limits.  Use 
Formula C-17a below (instead of Formula C-2) to determine the annualized cost for 
projects with co-funding.  
 
Formula C-17a: Annualized Cost for Grantees receiving other Public Financial 
Incentive Funds (replaces Formula C-2 for projects with co-funding)   
 
Annualized Cost ($) =  
 



CRF * [Maximum Moyer Grant Amount (from Formula C-16) + Air District Funds + 
State Funds]  



 
For projects that include co-funding and the maximum grant amount based on 
incremental cost plus other district and state funds exceeds the cost-effectiveness 
limit, Formula C-17b must be used with Formula C-18 to determine the maximum 
grant amount.  The final Moyer grant amount for a project is derived once the state 
and air district funds are deducted. Use Formula C-17b below to determine the 
amount of funds the grantee may receive from the Carl Moyer Program. 



 
Formula C-17b: Maximum Moyer Grant for Grantees receiving public funds (must be 
used with Formula C-18 for projects with co-funding where the maximum grant 
amount based on incremental cost plus other district and state funds exceeds the 
cost-effectiveness limit) 



 
  
Moyer Grant Amount to Grantee = 
 



Cost-effective Grant Amount (from Formula C-18) – [Air District Funds + 
State Funds]  



 
Beginning July 1, 2011, federal funding from programs that reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHGs) or funding provided by the Alternative and Renewable Fuel and 
Vehicle Technology Program to reduce GHGs are not required to be included in 
Formulas C-16, C-17a and C-17b; for more details see Chapter 2 and 3. 
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11. Calculation for projects exceeding the Cost Effectiveness Limit  



 
For projects that have exceeded the weighted cost effectiveness limit, the calculation 
methodology below must be applied in order to ensure final grant amounts meet the 
cost effectiveness limit requirement.  The maximum grant amount is determined by 
multiplying the maximum allowed cost-effectiveness limit by the estimated annual 
emission reductions and dividing by the capital recovery factor in the C-18 formula 
below.  



 
Formula C-18: Maximum Grant Amount for projects exceeding Cost Effectiveness 
Limit 



 
Maximum Grant Amount = 
 



(Cost-effectiveness limit * estimated annual emission reductions)/CRF   
 
C. List of Formulas 
 
For an easy reference, the necessary formulas to calculate the cost-effectiveness of 
surplus emission reductions for a project funded through the Carl Moyer Program are 
provided below.   
 
Formula C-1: Cost-Effectiveness of Weighted Surplus Emission Reductions ($/ton): 
 
Cost-Effectiveness ($/ton) =    Annualized Cost ($/yr) 



Annual Weighted Surplus Emission Reductions (tons/yr) 
 
Formula C-2: Annualized Cost ($) 
 



Annualized Cost = CRF * incremental cost ($) 
 
Formula C-3: Incremental Cost ($) 
 



Incremental Cost = Cost of Reduced Technology ($) * Maximum Eligible Percent 
Funding Amount 



 
Formula C-4: Incremental Cost for School Bus Fleet Modernization Projects ($) 
 



When the replacement school bus is not new, use the N.A.D.A value, where the 
N.A.D.A value is the retail value of the used school bus * 100 percent 



 
When the replacement school bus is new, use the invoice of the new school bus * 
100 percent 
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Formula C-5: Annual Weighted Surplus Emission Reductions 
 
Weighted Emission Reductions =  



 
NOx reductions (tons/yr) + ROG reductions (tons/yr) + [20 * (PM reductions 
(tons/yr)] 



 
Formula C-6: Estimated Annual Emissions based on hours of Operation (tons/yr) 



 
Annual Emission Reductions = 



 
Emission Factor or Converted Emission Standard (g/bhp-hr) * Horsepower 
 * Load Factor * Activity (hrs/yr) * Percent Operation in CA * ton/907,200 g 



 
Formula C-7: Replacement Load Factor 



 
Replacement Load Factor = Load Factor baseline * hp baseline/hp reduced 



 
Formula C-8: Estimated Annual Emissions based on Fuel Consumed using Emission 
Factors or Converted Emission Standard (tons/yr) 



 
Annual Emission Reductions = 



 
Emission Factor or Converted Emission Standard (g/bhp-hr) * fuel 



consumption rate factor (bhp-hr/gal) * Activity (gal/yr) * Percent Operation 
in CA * ton/907,200g 



 
Formula C- 9: Estimated Annual Emissions based on Fuel using Emission Factors 
(tons/yr) 



 
Annual Emission Reductions = 



 
Emission Factor (g/gal) * Activity (gal/yr) * Percent Operation in CA * ton/907,200g 



 
Formula C-10: Estimated Annual Emissions based on Mileage using Emission Factors 
(tons/yr) 



 
Annual Emission Reductions = 



 
Emission Factor (g/mile) * Activity (miles/yr) * Percent Operation in CA * 



ton/907,200g 
 
Formula C-11: Estimated Annual Emissions based on Mileage using Converted 
Emission Standards (tons/yr) 
 



Annual Emission Reductions = 
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Converted Emission Standard (g/bhp-hr) * Unit Conversion (bhp-hr/mile) * Activity 



(miles/yr) * Percent Operation in CA * ton/907,200g 
 
Formula C-12: Split Project Life 
 



Total Annual Weighted Surplus Emission Reductions = 
 
(Fraction project life / Total project life * Annual weighted surplus 
emissions from transaction 1) + Fraction project life / Total project life * 
Annual weighted surplus emissions from transaction 2)  



 
Total Annual Weighted Surplus Emission Reductions =  (n1 / t * a1) + (n2 / t * a2)  



 
 n1 = fraction project life from transaction 1 



n2 = fraction project life from transaction 2 
a1 = Annual weighted surplus emissions from transaction 1 
a2



 = Annual weighted surplus emissions from transaction 2 
 t = total project life 



 
Formula C-13: Annual Surplus Emission Reductions by Pollutant (tons/yr) for Repowers 
and New Purchases 



 
Annual Surplus Emission Reductions (by pollutant) = 
 
Annual Emissions for the Baseline Technology – Annual Emissions for the Reduced 



Technology 
 
Formula C-14: Annual Surplus Emission Reductions by Pollutant (tons/yr) for Retrofits 



 
Annual Surplus Emission Reductions (by pollutant) = 
 



Annual Emissions for the Baseline Technology * Reduced 
Technology Verification Percent 



 
Formula C-15: Estimated Annual Emissions by Pollutant (tons/yr) 



 
Annual Emission Reduction =  
 



Emission Factor or Converted Emission Standard (g/bhp-hr) * Annual Activity * 
Adjustment Factor(s) * Percent Operation in CA * ton/907,200g 



 
Formula C-16: Incremental Cost Limit for Moyer Grant for Grantees receiving other 
Public Financial Incentive Funds 



 
Maximum Moyer Grant Amount (if cost-effective) = 
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Incremental Cost (from Formula C-3) - Other Public Financial Incentive Funds  



 
Formula C-17a: Annualized Cost for Grantees receiving other Public Financial Incentive 
Funds   



 
Annualized Cost ($) =  
 



CRF * [Maximum Moyer Grant Amount (from Formula C-16) + Air District Funds + 
State Funds]  



 
Formula C-17b: Moyer Grant for Grantees receiving public funds from Air District 



 
 Moyer Grant Amount to Grantee = 
 



Cost-effective Grant Amount (from Formula C-18) – [Air District Funds + 
State Funds] 



 
Formula C-18: Maximum Grant Amount for projects exceeding Cost Effectiveness Limit 
 



Maximum Grant Amount = 
 



(Cost-effectiveness limit * estimated annual emission reductions)/CRF  
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APPENDIX G 
 



CARL MOYER PROGRAM REVISED COST-EFFECTIVENESS LIMIT AND  
CAPITAL RECOVERY FACTORS  



 
Per statute, the Air Resources Board (ARB or the Board) updates the cost-effectiveness 
limit and capital recovery factors (CRF) annually.  At the date of approval of the 2011 Carl 
Moyer Program Guidelines (April 28, 2011), the cost-effectiveness limit was $16,640 per 
weighted ton of pollutants reduced and the discount rate to determine capital recovery 
factors for various project lives was 2 percent.  In April of 2012, 2013 and 2014,  the cost-
effectiveness limit was updated to $17,080,  $17,460 and $17,720 respectively.  The 
discount rate remained at 2 percent in 2012 but decreased to 1% in 2013 and 2014.  
Effective April 1, 2015, the cost-effectiveness limit is updated to $18,030 and the discount 
rate increases to 2 percent.  The capital recovery factors (as shown in Table G-3a) and 
updated cost-effectiveness limit ($18,030) may be used for contracts executed by air 
districts beginning April 1, 2015 but must be used starting July 1, 2015.  ARB will continue 
to update these factors annually through a mail-out.  
 
Revised Cost Effectiveness Limit 



 



In order to receive Carl Moyer Program funding, each project must meet the specified 
maximum cost-effectiveness limit.  Cost-effectiveness is a measure of the dollars 
provided to a project for each ton of covered emissions reduced.  To calculate Carl Moyer 
Program cost-effectiveness, the project grant amount is annualized based upon the 
project’s life and an appropriate discount rate.  This annual cost is divided by the project’s 
estimated emission reductions to determine the overall cost-effectiveness of the covered 
emissions reduced as indicated in Appendix C. 
 
Using the California Consumer Price Index 
(http://www.dir.ca.gov/dlsr/CPI/PresentCCPI.PDF, 
http://www.dir.ca.gov/dlsr/CPI/EntireCCPI.PDF), and the California Department of 
Finance method 
(http://www.dof.ca.gov/HTML/FS_DATA/LatestEconData/FS_UseCPI.php) of converting 
the Consumer Price Index to an inflation rate, a change in the cost-effectiveness limit can 
be determined over a specified time period (annually).  Table G-1 shows the changes in 
the cost-effectiveness limit over time based on changes in the Consumer Price Index.  
 





http://www.dir.ca.gov/dlsr/CPI/PresentCCPI.PDF


http://www.dir.ca.gov/dlsr/CPI/EntireCCPI.PDF


http://www.dof.ca.gov/HTML/FS_DATA/LatestEconData/FS_UseCPI.php
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Table G-1 
Cost-Effectiveness Limit Criteria 



Year 
Annual 
CA CPI 



Percent 
(%) 



change 
(inflation 



rate)  



Annual  
modified 
amount 



Revised CE 
cap 



1998 163.7 NA NA $12,000 



1999 168.5 2.93% $352 $12,352 



2000 174.8 3.74% $462 $12,814 



2001 181.7 3.95% $506 $13,319 



2002 186.1 2.42% $323 $13,642 



2003 190.4 2.31% $315 $13,957 



2004 195.4 2.63% $367 $14,324 



2005 202.6 3.68% $528 $14,852 



2006 210.5 3.90% $579 $15,431 



2007 217.4 3.28% $506 $15,938 



2008 224.8 3.40% $541 $16,479 



2009 224.1 -0.31% -$51 $16,428 



2010 227.0 1.29% $212 $16,640 



2011 233.0 2.66% $443 $17,084 



2012 238.3 2.25% $385 $17,469 



2013 241.8 1.46% $255 $17,724 



2014 246.1 1.77% $313 $18,037 



 
Revised Capital Recovery Factors 
 
The CRF used for determining the annualized costs of Carl Moyer Program grants are 
based on a discount rate.  The CRF uses an interest rate and project life to determine the 
rate at which earnings could reasonably be expected if the same funds were invested 
over a length of time.   
 
Previous versions of the guidelines updated the CRF using the average annual yield of 
United States (U.S.) Treasury securities (http://federalreserve.gov/releases/h15/) with a  
3-year, 5-year, 7-year, and 10-year maturation over a specific period of time.  Annual data 
for 2010 using the average rates of return for U.S. Treasury securities over that year 
(January to December 2010) yielded a revised discount rate as shown in Table G-2a 
below.  Rounding to a whole number yielded a discount rate of 2 percent: 



Table G-2a 
Discount Rate Factor (Available for use through June 30, 2012) 



Average Monthly Rate - 2010 



 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Average 



3 year 1.49% 1.40% 1.51% 1.64% 1.32% 1.17% 0.98% 0.78% 0.74% 0.57% 0.67% 0.99% 1.11% 



5 year 2.48% 2.36% 2.43% 2.58% 2.18% 2.00% 1.76% 1.47% 1.41% 1.18% 1.35% 1.93% 1.93% 



7 year 3.21% 3.12% 3.16% 3.28% 2.86% 2.66% 2.43% 2.10% 2.05% 1.85% 2.02% 2.66% 2.62% 



10 year 3.73% 3.69% 3.73% 3.85% 3.42% 3.20% 3.01% 2.70% 2.65% 2.54% 2.76% 3.29% 3.21% 



Overall average for January-December 2010 2.22% 





http://federalreserve.gov/releases/h15
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Annual data for 2011 using the average rates of return for U.S. Treasury securities from 
January to December 2011 yielded a revised discount rate as shown in Table G-2b 
below.  Rounding to a whole number yielded a discount rate of 2 percent:  



Table G-2b 



Discount Rate Factor (Available for use April 1, 2012 through June 30, 2013) 



Average Monthly rate - 2011 



 
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Average 



3 year 1.03% 1.28% 1.17% 1.21% 0.94% 0.71% 0.68% 0.38% 0.35% 0.47% 0.39% 0.39% 0.75% 



5 year 1.99% 2.26% 2.11% 2.17% 1.84% 1.58% 1.54% 1.02% 0.90% 1.06% 0.91% 0.89% 1.52% 



7 year 2.72% 2.96% 2.80% 2.84% 2.51% 2.29% 2.28% 1.63% 1.42% 1.62% 1.45% 1.43% 2.16% 



10 year 3.39% 3.58% 3.41% 3.46% 3.17% 3.00% 3.00% 2.30% 1.98% 2.15% 2.01% 1.98% 2.79% 



     



                        Overall average for January - December 2011 1.81% 



 
Annual data for 2012 using the average rates of return for U.S. Treasury securities from 
January to December 2012 yielded a revised discount rate as shown in Table G-2c 
below.  Rounding to a whole number yielded a discount rate of 1 percent: 



Table G-2c 



Discount Rate Factor (Available for use April 1, 2013 through June 30, 2014) 



Average Monthly rate - 2012 



  Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Average 



3 year 0.36% 0.38% 0.51% 0.43% 0.39% 0.39% 0.33% 0.37% 0.34% 0.37% 0.36% 0.35% 0.38% 



5 year 0.84% 0.83% 1.02% 0.89% 0.76% 0.71% 0.62% 0.71% 0.67% 0.71% 0.67% 0.70% 0.76% 



7 year 1.38% 1.37% 1.56% 1.43% 1.21% 1.08% 0.98% 1.14% 1.12% 1.15% 1.08% 1.13% 1.22% 



10 year 1.97% 1.97% 2.17% 2.05% 1.80% 1.62% 1.53% 1.68% 1.72% 1.75% 1.65% 1.72% 1.80% 



          Overall average for January – December 2012   1.04% 



 
Annual data for 2013 using the average rates of return for U.S. Treasury securities from 
January to December 2013 yielded a revised discount rate as shown in Table G-2d 
below.  Rounding to a whole number yielded a discount rate of 1 percent: 



Table G-2d 



Discount Rate Factor (Available for use April 1, 2014 through June 30, 2015) 



Average Monthly rate - 2013 



  Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Average 



3 year 0.39% 0.40% 0.39% 0.34% 0.40% 0.58% 0.64% 0.70% 0.78% 0.63% 0.58% 0.69% 0.54% 



5 year 0.81% 0.85% 0.82% 0.71% 0.84% 1.20% 1.40% 1.52% 1.60% 1.37% 1.37% 1.58% 1.17% 



7 year 1.30% 1.35% 1.32% 1.15% 1.31% 1.71% 1.99% 2.15% 2.22% 1.99% 2.07% 2.29% 1.74% 



10 year 1.91% 1.98% 1.96% 1.76% 1.93% 2.30% 2.58% 2.74% 2.81% 2.62% 2.72% 2.90% 2.35% 



          Overall average for January – December 2013   1.45% 



 
 
 











 



As of 4/1/2015 G - 5 COST-EFFECTIVENESS LIMIT 
  CAPITAL RECOVERY FACTORS 



Annual data for 2014 using the average rates of return for U.S.Treasury securities from 
January to December 2014 yielded a revised discount rate as shown in Table G-2e 
below.  Rounding to a whole number yielded a discount rate of 2 percent: 



Table G-2e 



Discount Rate Factor (Available for use beginning April 1, 2015) 



Average Monthly rate - 2013 



  Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Average 



3 year 0.78% 0.69% 0.82% 0.88% 0.83% 0.90% 0.97% 0.93% 1.05% 0.88% 0.96% 1.06% 0.90% 



5 year 1.65% 1.52% 1.64% 1.70% 1.68% 1.68% 1.70% 1.63% 1.77% 1.55% 1.62% 1.64% 1.64% 



7 year 2.29% 2.15% 2.23% 2.27% 2.19% 2.19% 2.17% 2.08% 2.22% 1.98% 2.03% 1.98% 2.14% 



10 year 2.86% 2.71% 2.72% 2.71% 2.60% 2.60% 2.54% 2.42% 2.53% 2.30% 2.33% 2.21% 2.54% 



          Overall average for January – December 2014   1.81% 



 
Refer to Table G-3a below for CRFs for various project lives at a 2 percent discount rate, 
and to Table G-3b below for CRFs for various project lives at a 1 percent discount rate. 
Each source category chapter will specify which project lives are acceptable to determine 
which CRF value to use.  



Table G-3a  
Capital Recovery Factor (CRF) for Various Project Lives 



At a Two Percent Discount Rate (Effective April 2011 through March 2013 and as of 
April 2015) 



Project Life CRF 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 



1.020 
0.515 
0.347 
0.263 
0.212 
0.179 
0.155 
0.137 
0.123 
0.111 
0.102 
0.095 
0.088 
0.083 
0.078 
0.074 
0.070 
0.067 
0.064 
0.061 
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Table G-3b  
Capital Recovery Factor (CRF) for Various Project Lives 



At a One Percent Discount Rate (Effective April 2013 through March 2015) 



Project Life CRF 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 



1.010 
0.508 
0.340 
0.256 
0.206 
0.173 
0.149 
0.131 
0.117 
0.106 
0.096 
0.089 
0.082 
0.077 
0.072 
0.068 
0.064 
0.061 
0.058 
0.055 



 
 






















As I mentioned on the telephone, both Anthony and Dave are comfortable basing the cost-
effectiveness of the air quality mitigation measure on  the Vehicle Buy Back program’s average cost
of $12,000/ton of emission reductions. Thus, for the mitigation measure Anthony determined:
 


Proposed mitigation funding:  $620,922 (includes 0.347 CRF factor and 5% admin fee)
Emissions to mitigate:  17.11 TPY of ozone precursors (NOx + ROG)


 
Please let me know if you have any questions. Thanks.
 
Alison Kirk, AICP
Senior Environmental Planner
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109
 
Tel. 415-749-5169
Fax 415-749-4741
 








From: Wong, Diane C.
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); José I. Farrán [jifarran@adavantconsulting.com];


"lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"; "Tim Erney"; Ribeka Toda
Cc: Yamauchi, Lori
Subject: RE: Agenda for Warriors" Call Today
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:56:29 AM


Okay, thanks Adam.  Discussed it with Lori, and we would like to proceed with the call from 1:30 to
2:00 p.m.  After our discussion, we would appreciate you briefing Catherine, Jose and Luba.
 
Diane
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) [mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:49 AM
To: Wong, Diane C.; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); José I. Farrán [jifarran@adavantconsulting.com];
'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Tim Erney'; Ribeka Toda
Cc: Yamauchi, Lori
Subject: RE: Agenda for Warriors' Call Today
 
Diane:
 
Catherine is not available after 1:30, our consultants are not available and I have a hard stop at 2:00. 
I can talk as early as 1:00 and can resume after 3:00.  Let me know how you would like to proceed.  I
look forward to making the best use of our available time. 


Thanks,
 
Adam
 


From: Wong, Diane C. [mailto:Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:42 AM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); José I. Farrán
[jifarran@adavantconsulting.com]; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Tim Erney'; Ribeka Toda
Cc: Yamauchi, Lori
Subject: Agenda for Warriors' Call Today
 
Attached is the agenda for today’s call at 1:30.
 
Diane
 
Diane Wong
Principal Planner / Environmental Coordinator
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
(415) 502-5952
diane.wong@ucsf.edu
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From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: Wong, Diane C.; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); José I. Farrán [jifarran@adavantconsulting.com];


"lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"; "Tim Erney"; Ribeka Toda
Cc: Yamauchi, Lori
Subject: RE: Agenda for Warriors" Call Today
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:48:44 AM


Diane:
 
Catherine is not available after 1:30, our consultants are not available and I have a hard stop at 2:00. 
I can talk as early as 1:00 and can resume after 3:00.  Let me know how you would like to proceed.  I
look forward to making the best use of our available time. 


Thanks,
 
Adam
 


From: Wong, Diane C. [mailto:Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 11:42 AM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); José I. Farrán
[jifarran@adavantconsulting.com]; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Tim Erney'; Ribeka Toda
Cc: Yamauchi, Lori
Subject: Agenda for Warriors' Call Today
 
Attached is the agenda for today’s call at 1:30.
 
Diane
 
Diane Wong
Principal Planner / Environmental Coordinator
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
(415) 502-5952
diane.wong@ucsf.edu
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=91BA72A308BD41818E967887DA0E43A7-ADAM VAN DE WATER_B65779439D

mailto:Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:jifarran@adavantconsulting.com

mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:terney@kittelson.com

mailto:rtoda@kittelson.com

mailto:Lori.Yamauchi@ucsf.edu

mailto:diane.wong@ucsf.edu






From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; Mallory Shure; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com; CMiller@stradasf.com;


jwinters@swagroup.com; David Manica
Subject: Memo Exhibits for Review
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:20:49 PM
Attachments: image003.png
Importance: High


Catherine –
 
Pls see files at this link:
https://www.dropbox.com/s/l8tf58slkj7t1b7/2015.05.08_Commissions_Book_MondayDraft5.pdf?
dl=0
 
I’ve marked some extra renders that we may or may not include, and a few others where I think
there’s a little redundancy. Can you let us know your thoughts on these?
 
Please note we’ll change the “skybar” labels and plaza height labels as discussed, and update to final
Exhibit labels (A-Z) and graphics titles, as soon as we receive further direction from you. After that
there should be a relatively short turnaround.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:lweingartner@manicaarchitecture.com

mailto:woods@pfaulong.com

mailto:shure@pfaulong.com

mailto:ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:jwinters@swagroup.com

mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com

https://www.dropbox.com/s/l8tf58slkj7t1b7/2015.05.08_Commissions_Book_MondayDraft5.pdf?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/l8tf58slkj7t1b7/2015.05.08_Commissions_Book_MondayDraft5.pdf?dl=0

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014








From: Sharpe, Catherine
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Gavin, John (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout; Keenan, Meichiel
Subject: RE: Agenda for next Thursday"s LS/GSW meeting
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:15:56 AM
Attachments: Warriors Events Management Presentation April 30 2015.pdf


Adam, as I’ve not seen the condensed version for the Commission, with the intent of giving detail
yet leaving opportunity for dialog, I would propose the following:


·         Delete all non-essential  photos except page #3
·         Delete the recurring’ overview’ slide
·         Not certain what this audience gains from pages #19, 21 & 22


 
Hope that is useful.  Are you bring the presentation on a thumb drive or a laptop? We can
accommodate either, but do need to know.
 
Many thanks
See you all tomorrow
 
Best,
Catherine
 
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) [mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 2:38 PM
To: Sharpe, Catherine
Cc: Gavin, John (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Agenda for next Thursday's LS/GSW meeting
 
Hello Catherine:
 
I will be preparing a summary version of my presentation to the MBCAC for the OCII Commission
later this month.  I can start with that if you think it would be helpful.  


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625
 


On May 6, 2015, at 12:45 PM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:


Afternoon, all.  We really should post an agenda before the end of the week.  Adam,  as
many of the ls companies had representatives at the CAC meeting, I’m thinking after
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introductions, you present a truncated version of that presentation?  That will open
the group to a dialog.  My guess is as the local commute traffic was really addressed,
that will become a ‘hot topic.’ Thought/comments?
 
Catherine
 
Catherine Sharpe
Director, Community Affairs
FibroGen, Inc.
409 Illinois Street
San Francisco, CA 94158 USA
 Phone: (415) 978-1870
 Cell: (650) 278-5010
Email:  casharpe@fibrogen.com
www.fibrogen.com
       
This transmission contains information intended for the exclusive use of the individual or entity
to whom it is addressed and may contain information that is proprietary, privileged, confidential
and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  
If you are not the intended recipient (or an employee or agent responsible for delivering this
transmission to the intended recipient), you are hereby notified that any copying, disclosure or
distribution of this information may be subject to legal action, restriction, or  sanction. If you
have received this transmission in error, please notify us immediately. Thank you. 
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From: Molly Hayes
To: David Cantor
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord, John - AOL; Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly,


Catherine (ADM); Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Jacob Nguyen; Ed Boscacci; Sravan Paladugu
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 11:06:11 AM


Dave,
 
Can you send us the plans for Pump Station #1, so we can look into it further?
 
Thanks,
Molly
 


From: David Cantor [mailto:dcantor@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:42 AM
To: Molly Hayes
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord, John - AOL; Miller, Don
(DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Jacob Nguyen; Ed Boscacci; Sravan
Paladugu
Subject: Re: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
SWPS #1 has been complete for several years. Other issues have held up acceptance ... Too
complicated to explain here.  We are hopeful that we can have the pump station accepted by year
end


Sent from my iPhone
Dave Cantor
707-975-3389


On May 12, 2015, at 7:11 AM, Molly Hayes <mhayes@warriors.com> wrote:


Dave,


Thanks for the in-depth review. I am huddling with BKF to discuss your suggested
option. We will hold on sending in the dewatering proposal to SFPUC until we explore
your option further.
 
Where does SWPS #1 stand currently – under construction, in testing before the
handoff to PUC, etc.? When do you estimate the handoff will be complete?
 
Best,
Molly
 


From: David Cantor [mailto:dcantor@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:09 AM
To: Molly Hayes; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord,
John - AOL; Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
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Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
Molly –
                     
Upon review of the draft “Construction Dewatering Strategy” from Langan Treadwell
Rollo and the “Storm Drain Report for Mission Bay, Parks P23 and P24” by BKF, both
documents dated May 6, 2015, MBDG provides the following:


Based on current schedules for both Stormwater Pump Station No. 5 (SWPS #5) and
Parks P23/P24, and on prior history of SFPUC acceptance of similar projects, it is not
likely that SFPUC will accept any facilities impacted by the proposed dewatering.
 Because the proposed dewatering would be likely to impact the operation of the
pump station and BMP’s located in P23/P24 at a time when MBDG will be attempting
to perform functional acceptance testing and secure final acceptance of the facilities
from the SFPUC, we do not view the proposed strategy  (Option 1 or Option 2) as a
viable path forward.


After an internal review, MBDG suggests a “third option” of locating the dewatering
treatment system northeast of the GSW project, on the future Park P22, and directing
the treated dewatering effluent north to the completed Stormwater Pump Station No.
1 (SWPS #1) outfall; see attached PDF for location.  MBDG is currently working with
SFPUC to secure final acceptance of SWPS #1, and we remain hopeful that the facility
can be accepted prior to the start of the dewatering operations.   After SFPUC
acceptance of the completed SWPS# 1 facility, we propose that GSW locate the
dewatering facilities as shown in “Option 3” and direct the discharges to SWPS #1
outfall. This would accomplish similar objectives to GSW's current proposals, while
avoiding the uncertainty, risk, and delays to the SWPS #5 and P23/P24 SFPUC
acceptance process.
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
 
David E. Cantor, PE, CCM, DBIA
MBDG | Mission Bay Development Group
410 China Basin Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
Office ~ 415.355.6620
Mobile ~ 707.975.3389
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 2:15 PM
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To: David Cantor; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van
Noord, John - AOL; Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
All,
 
Let me know if you have any comments or changes by Monday at 10 am. We would
like to incorporate them and send PUC the dewatering proposal by EOD Monday.
 
Thanks,
Molly
 


From: Molly Hayes 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 6:36 PM
To: 'David Cantor'; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van
Noord, John - AOL; Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
Here are the two attachments referenced.
 
Best,
Molly
 


From: David Cantor [mailto:dcantor@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 6:26 PM
To: Molly Hayes; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord,
John - AOL; Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
Molly –
 
Would you please send over the attachments as referenced in Langan’s report.
 
Thanks,
 
David E. Cantor, PE, CCM, DBIA
MBDG | Mission Bay Development Group
410 China Basin Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
Office ~ 415.355.6620
Mobile ~ 707.975.3389
 
 
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 5:52 PM
To: Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; David Cantor; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van
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Noord, John - AOL; Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
MBDG, MBTF, and OCII,
 
Please see the attached dewatering strategy proposal for Blocks 29-32. We would
appreciate feedback before sending to SFPUC.
 
Thanks,
Molly
 
--
Molly Hayes
Arena Project Analyst | Golden State Warriors
Mobile (571)-216-9205 | Office (510)-740-7531
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
mhayes@warriors.com
<image001.png>
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From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: Sharpe, Catherine
Cc: Gavin, John (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout; Keenan, Meichiel
Subject: RE: Agenda for next Thursday"s LS/GSW meeting
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 2:57:33 PM
Attachments: 20150519 Event Mgmt.ppt


Catherine: 
 
See attached.  I can bring on a thumb drive if you can provide a way to project.


Best,


Adam
 


From: Sharpe, Catherine [mailto:casharpe@Fibrogen.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:15 AM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Gavin, John (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout; Keenan, Meichiel
Subject: RE: Agenda for next Thursday's LS/GSW meeting
 
Adam, as I’ve not seen the condensed version for the Commission, with the intent of giving detail
yet leaving opportunity for dialog, I would propose the following:


·         Delete all non-essential  photos except page #3
·         Delete the recurring’ overview’ slide
·         Not certain what this audience gains from pages #19, 21 & 22


 
Hope that is useful.  Are you bring the presentation on a thumb drive or a laptop? We can
accommodate either, but do need to know.
 
Many thanks
See you all tomorrow
 
Best,
Catherine
 
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) [mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 2:38 PM
To: Sharpe, Catherine
Cc: Gavin, John (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Agenda for next Thursday's LS/GSW meeting
 
Hello Catherine:
 
I will be preparing a summary version of my presentation to the MBCAC for the OCII Commission
later this month.  I can start with that if you think it would be helpful.  
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CAC and Community Outreach


			Discussed GSW Project with CAC at 10 meetings


			Dec 18 – Workshop with Planning Commission 


			Jan 6 – Workshop with OCII Commission 


			May 19 – OCII Schematic Design Workshop


			May 28 – Planning Commission Workshop 


			June 3 – Draft EIR due 


			June 30 – EIR Public Hearing


			Comments received fall into the following categories:


			Design and Massing


			Traffic Congestion and Parking


			Event Management


			Construction Impacts





*





ROPS items primarily address flow of tax increment to fund Master Developer build-out of public infrastructure. 


Obligate the Successor Agency to reimburse master developer using TI revenues including bond proceeds backed by TI


*














Golden State Warriors Arena: Event Management


OCII Commission 


May 19, 2015














*














Overview 


			What do we mean by event management?


			What transportation improvements are planned to address existing conditions?


			What additional improvements are planned for an arena event?


			What about dual events?


			How do we plan to pay for it?
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Overview 


			What do we mean by event management?


			What transportation improvements are planned to address existing conditions?


			What additional improvements are planned for an arena event?


			What about dual events?


			How do we plan to pay for it?


			














Projected Event Count and Attendance


Avg. Attendance


			Attendance levels are lower than sell out capacity due to industry-standard No Show rate.  GSW playoff games will range from zero to a maximum of 16 based on GSW performance.
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								Actuals				Forecast				Series 3



				Family Shows				5,000				$   76.9



				GSW Regular Season (1)				17,000								2



				Other Rentals				9,000				$   66.6



				Concerts-Arena				12,000								5



				Other Sports Events				7,000				$   73.2



				Concerts-Theater Configuration				3,000				$   2.5
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								Series 1				Series 2



				GSW Regular Season (1)				17,000																												66.55



				GSW Preseason				11,000



				Concerts-Arena				12,000				12,000



				Concerts-Theater				3,000				3,000



				Other Rentals				9,000				9,000



				Other Sports Events				7,000				7,000



				Family Shows				5,000				5,000

















Event Management


			Coordination with affected City agencies and neighborhoods


			SFMTA, SFFD, SFPD, GSW, SFDPW, MBTMA, MBBTCC, etc.


			Coordination with Adjacent Events & Uses 


			Transit Capacity


			Traffic Flows


			Bike/Ped Safety


			Public Safety


			Quality of Life


			Trash, Graffiti, Noise, Light, Vibration, Parking Control


			Advance Notification


			Outreach and Communication








Includes construction and operation





Presented Transportation Management Plan on November 13, 2014:


Goals & Objectives 


Event Types


Attendee Travel Characteristics


Curb Management & Lane Closures


Transit Service Plan


Event Parking 


PCO locations


Wayfinding and Preferred Routes


Bicycle and Pedestrian Paths of Travel


Travel Demand Management Measures


Monitoring, Refinement and Performance Standards


*














Arena Events: Minimal League Overlap


  


			42,000 seats, 0-6 days/wk


			2 preseason games in April


			81 home games April – September


			up to 12 playoff games in October





0-2 regular season conflicts/yr  


Both teams in their respective championships could add up to 5 more


			18,064 seats, 0-3 days/wk 


			2-3 preseason games mid-October


			41 home games late October – early April


			up to 16 playoff games in May and June














Focus is Large Events


Focus is on those average and larger arena events that could overlap with a Giants game:


						attendance


			up to 5 playoff games		18,000


			up to 2 NBA reg season games	17,000


			up to 7 arena concerts		12,500


			up to 3 conventions			  9,000


			up to 7 other sporting events	  7,000


			up to 10 family shows		  5,000


			up to 3 theatre concerts		  3,000




















Overview 


			What do we mean by event management?


			What neighborhood improvements are planned to address existing conditions?


			What additional improvements are planned for an arena event?


			What about dual events?


			How do we plan to pay for it?


			














Baseline Transit Improvements


Transit


MUNI Forward: New 16th Street service now online1


2-car T-Third trains at greater frequency and speed


MUNI railcar and bus fleet replacement


AT&T Park ferry service during Giants games


Transbay Terminal opening in 2017


Bus Rapid Transit on 16th St coming by 2018


Central Subway to Powell Street BART and Chinatown by 2019


Caltrain Electrification and Downtown Ferry Terminal Expansion by 2020


Unfunded but Exploring:


			Ferry landing @ terminus of 16th St


			Increasing Caltrain service and capacity with modernization


			MTC Core Capacity Analysis 





1 The 55-16th Street service is an interim, motor coach service that follows the future routing of the 22-Fillmore BRT to Mission Bay.











Baseline Other Improvements


Bike/Ped


Terry Francois Boulevard Cycletrack, expansion of Bay Area Bikeshare and continuation of the Blue Greenway





Traffic


Completion of Owens, 16th and Mission Bay Drive


Realignment of Terry Francois Boulevard including new signalization and striping


Improvements to Mariposa, South St and the I-280 off-ramp


Vision Zero, Don’t Block the Box and other SoMa Safety Measures





Public Safety


			SFPD patrol cars, foot patrol and undercover operations as assigned by Southern District Captain and SFFD response from the new Public Safety Building














Overview 


			What do we mean by event management?


			What neighborhood improvements are planned already?


			What additional improvements are planned for an arena event?


			What about dual events?


			How do we plan to pay for it?


			














Arena Event: Transit


			Increase T-Third service, including


			Purchasing 4 additional light rail vehicles and increasing train frequency


			Extending the South St. platform 160’ to a total of 320’ to allow for 2-car train boarding post event


			Installing crossover tracks and a pedestrian safety barrier on 3rd St


			Adding additional Transit Fare Inspectors


			Increase bus service on 16th Street (the 22/55)


			Provide Special Event Shuttles along/to


			Van Ness


			the Transbay/Ferry Terminal


			the T-Third corridor


			Contract with the MB TMA to add shuttle frequency and hours


			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, WETA, Golden Gate to provide additional late evening and weekend regional service 


			








In addition to baseline improvements:


*














Arena Event: Traffic


			Deploy 7-21 Parking Control Officers 


			Protect emergency vehicle access to UCSF and residential access


			Install changeable message signs 


			Construct on-site Transportation Management Center with links to PCOs, CCTVs and neighborhood hotline


			Allow pre-purchase of parking spaces 


			Signalize 3 new intersections


			Identify offsite parking lot(s) to stage on-call vehicles 


			Coordinate deliveries to avoid evening peak traffic conditions


			Spread out peak arrivals and departures


			City and Port exploring opportunity of constructing new surface parking lot at 19th and Illinois for 250 parking spaces to serve not only arena events but also Crane Cove Park and Pier 70








			














Arena Event:


Transportation Demand Management


			Limit on-site parking to 950 spaces and provide office employees transit incentives such as Commuter Check, ride/carsharing, secure bicycle parking, shower and locker facilities, Emergency Ride Home and promotion of the TMA shuttle


			Provide space to park over 500 bicycles, including 300 valeted spaces with expansion for 400 at the SE Plaza entrance


			Sponsor a bikeshare station 


			Promote transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel through


			event ads, event tickets, website and smartphone applications


			promotional incentives, concession savings or experiences


			real-time transit schedules displayed on arena monitors, 


			robust transit wayfinding


			transit cards available for purchase on site 








(there are currently 605 surface parking spaces on site)


*














Arena Event: Public Safety


Warriors to contract with SFPD to augment public safety services within the arena


SFPD to provide up to 14 officers to patrol the neighborhoods surrounding the event center, along major access corridors and in support of UCSF campus security and adjacent business private security


SFFD to provide fire suppression and EMT support as needed











Arena Event: Quality of Life


			DPW to provide street sweeping


			GSW to provide on-site parks maintenance, garbage disposal, graffiti removal and other quality of life protections and provide, or contract with a qualified contractor to provide, similar services to surrounding areas impacted by event patrons


			SFMTA to work with the community to determine desire for residential parking permit areas


			GSW to create a Good Neighbor Policy that:


			addresses loitering, off-site queuing, illegal vendors, etc 


			creates a means for fielding and resolving complaints including a central point of contact with real-time connection to the TMC


			promotes pre- and post-game routes that avoid residential streets


			invests in legacy transit & overall access improvements 


			complies with Entertainment Commission policies and all applicable noise ordinances


			














Overview 


			What do we mean by event management?


			What neighborhood improvements are planned already?


			What additional improvements are planned for an arena event?


			What about dual events?


			How do we plan to pay for it?


			














Managing Dual Events


			Avoid conflicting events that begin within 60 mins of the start of events at AT&T Park


			Warriors to regularly participate in and notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to start of any non-basketball event with at least 9,000 expected attendees


			City and Warriors to confer on transportation and scheduling logistics when signing any marquee events 


			national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc














If There Are Dual Events of 9,000+


			The City will deploy a full complement of transit service, parking control officers and police officers and separate traffic destinations through wayfinding, changeable message signs, pre-purchase of parking and posting of “local access only” signage


			The Warriors will negotiate to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30pm


			The City and Warriors will identify offsite overflow parking lot(s) south of the arena with an aggregate capacity of at least 500 vehicles and provide free shuttles to the arena on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events








Including service for a Giants game


*














Overview 


			What do we mean by event management?


			What neighborhood improvements are planned already?


			What additional improvements are planned for an arena event?


			What about dual events?


			How do we plan to pay for it?














Fiscal Feasibility Analysis 


			Economic and Planning Systems updated all anticipated project-generated revenues


			Peer-reviewed by Keyser Marston Associates


			When in doubt, conservative assumptions were used


			Included in your packet as well as posted at www.sfocii.org














Projected Arena Revenues





			Annual General Revenue


			Property Tax			          912,000 


			Property Tax in Lieu of VLF			         868,000 


			Sales Tax			         521,000 


			Parking Tax			         482,000 


			Hotel/Motel Tax			    1,667,000 


			Stadium Admissions Tax			     4,336,000 


			Utility Users Tax			         254,000 


			Gross Receipts Tax			     2,473,000 


			Subtotal			   11,513,000 


			Annual Other Dedicated


			Parking Tax (MTA 80%)			     1,929,000 


			Special Fund Property Tax			        148,000 


			Public Safety Sales Tax			        260,000 


			SFCTA			        260,000 


			Subtotal			      2,597,000 





			Annual Total			 14,110,000 



















































































City Annual Operating Costs





			SFMTA 		($5.5M)


			SFPD		($0.9M)


			DPW		($0.2M)





TOTAL		($6.6M)  











Questions?





	


Adam Van de Water


Project Manager


(415) 554-6625


adam.vandewater@sfgov.org





























Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625
 


On May 6, 2015, at 12:45 PM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:


Afternoon, all.  We really should post an agenda before the end of the week.  Adam,  as
many of the ls companies had representatives at the CAC meeting, I’m thinking after
introductions, you present a truncated version of that presentation?  That will open
the group to a dialog.  My guess is as the local commute traffic was really addressed,
that will become a ‘hot topic.’ Thought/comments?
 
Catherine
 
Catherine Sharpe
Director, Community Affairs
FibroGen, Inc.
409 Illinois Street
San Francisco, CA 94158 USA
 Phone: (415) 978-1870
 Cell: (650) 278-5010
Email:  casharpe@fibrogen.com
www.fibrogen.com
       
This transmission contains information intended for the exclusive use of the individual or entity
to whom it is addressed and may contain information that is proprietary, privileged, confidential
and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  
If you are not the intended recipient (or an employee or agent responsible for delivering this
transmission to the intended recipient), you are hereby notified that any copying, disclosure or
distribution of this information may be subject to legal action, restriction, or  sanction. If you
have received this transmission in error, please notify us immediately. Thank you. 
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mailto:casharpe@fibrogen.com

http://www.fibrogen.com/






From: Molly Hayes
To: David Cantor; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord, John - AOL; Miller, Don


(DPW); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Jacob Nguyen; Ed Boscacci; Sravan Paladugu
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:11:38 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Dave,


Thanks for the in-depth review. I am huddling with BKF to discuss your suggested option. We will
hold on sending in the dewatering proposal to SFPUC until we explore your option further.
 
Where does SWPS #1 stand currently – under construction, in testing before the handoff to PUC,
etc.? When do you estimate the handoff will be complete?
 
Best,
Molly
 


From: David Cantor [mailto:dcantor@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:09 AM
To: Molly Hayes; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord, John - AOL;
Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
Molly –
                     
Upon review of the draft “Construction Dewatering Strategy” from Langan Treadwell Rollo and the
“Storm Drain Report for Mission Bay, Parks P23 and P24” by BKF, both documents dated May 6,
2015, MBDG provides the following:


Based on current schedules for both Stormwater Pump Station No. 5 (SWPS #5) and Parks P23/P24,
and on prior history of SFPUC acceptance of similar projects, it is not likely that SFPUC will accept
any facilities impacted by the proposed dewatering.  Because the proposed dewatering would be
likely to impact the operation of the pump station and BMP’s located in P23/P24 at a time when
MBDG will be attempting to perform functional acceptance testing and secure final acceptance of
the facilities from the SFPUC, we do not view the proposed strategy  (Option 1 or Option 2) as a
viable path forward.


After an internal review, MBDG suggests a “third option” of locating the dewatering treatment
system northeast of the GSW project, on the future Park P22, and directing the treated dewatering
effluent north to the completed Stormwater Pump Station No. 1 (SWPS #1) outfall; see attached PDF
for location.  MBDG is currently working with SFPUC to secure final acceptance of SWPS #1, and we
remain hopeful that the facility can be accepted prior to the start of the dewatering operations.
  After SFPUC acceptance of the completed SWPS# 1 facility, we propose that GSW locate the
dewatering facilities as shown in “Option 3” and direct the discharges to SWPS #1 outfall. This would
accomplish similar objectives to GSW's current proposals, while avoiding the uncertainty, risk, and
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delays to the SWPS #5 and P23/P24 SFPUC acceptance process.
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
 
David E. Cantor, PE, CCM, DBIA
MBDG | Mission Bay Development Group
410 China Basin Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
Office ~ 415.355.6620
Mobile ~ 707.975.3389
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 2:15 PM
To: David Cantor; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord, John - AOL;
Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
All,
 
Let me know if you have any comments or changes by Monday at 10 am. We would like to
incorporate them and send PUC the dewatering proposal by EOD Monday.
 
Thanks,
Molly
 


From: Molly Hayes 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 6:36 PM
To: 'David Cantor'; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord, John -
AOL; Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
Here are the two attachments referenced.
 
Best,
Molly
 


From: David Cantor [mailto:dcantor@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 6:26 PM
To: Molly Hayes; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord, John - AOL;
Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
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Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
Molly –
 
Would you please send over the attachments as referenced in Langan’s report.
 
Thanks,
 
David E. Cantor, PE, CCM, DBIA
MBDG | Mission Bay Development Group
410 China Basin Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
Office ~ 415.355.6620
Mobile ~ 707.975.3389
 
 
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 5:52 PM
To: Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; David Cantor; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord, John - AOL;
Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
MBDG, MBTF, and OCII,
 
Please see the attached dewatering strategy proposal for Blocks 29-32. We would appreciate
feedback before sending to SFPUC.
 
Thanks,
Molly
 
--
Molly Hayes
Arena Project Analyst | Golden State Warriors
Mobile (571)-216-9205 | Office (510)-740-7531
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
mhayes@warriors.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Kate Aufhauser"
Subject: RE: En route now with prints
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:42:00 PM


Thanks - look great.  Thanks!  Will get you back the bag.


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


PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:39 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller
Subject: Re: En route now with prints


Whoops, I just saw this as I was heading out. I left them under your name with the front desk. White
bag!


Sent from my iPhone


> On May 12, 2015, at 4:28 PM, Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
> Thanks and no worries about the 3 holes.  Give me a ring when you get here and I will head your
way.  Will have my cell with me in case I am wandering around (510-282-9907).
>
> Thanks
>
> Catherine Reilly
> Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
>    Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
> 1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> 415-749-2516 (direct)
> http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
>
> PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 - MY OUTGOING
MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
>
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:28 PM
> To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Clarke Miller
> Subject: En route now with prints
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>
> There was a mix-up with the courier so I am playing courier for the moment! Who should I leave the
prints with?
>
> FYI, we were unable to get three copies hole punched as requested. Everything else is complete as
requested though.
>
> Sent from my iPhone
>








From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); CMiller@stradasf.com
Subject: RE: Help with Breakdown
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:47:06 PM
Attachments: image001.png


MEI will also play a role as Architect of Record
 
OK to remove MKA and SSR
 
Walter P. Moore is a large firm with several divisions; one is helping us with our parking design and a
separate group with the same company is our façade consultant. Façade consultant works on the
technical feasibility of certain designs, reviews for value engineering, etc. Can take out if you do not
consider it “core” – we just thought relevant given the emphasis on materials in the BC/SD books.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:10 PM
To: CMiller@stradasf.com; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: Help with Breakdown
 
Clarke/Kate – I was asked to update the following list to better match the detailed subconsultant
list.  Could you please help me.  I am find only focusing in on the actual architecture vs. MEP, etc. 
Usually it is just the top people leading the big picture design, but with adding the extra level of
detail, it has raised questions. Give me a call if you aren’t sure what I am talking about.  Thanks
 
Thanks
 


·         Event Center/Gatehouse - MANICA Architecture
·         South and 16th Street Buildings – Pfau Long Architecture/AE3 Partners (Joint


Venture Association)
·         Retail/Food Hall - Richyworks
·         Open Space/Landscaping – SWA Group and Merrill Morris Partners
·         Parking – Walter P. Moore
·         Façade – Walter P. Moore (what does this mean?
·         Architect of Record – Kendall Heaton Associates (Are there others?)
·         Structural Engineering – Magnusson Klemencic Associates (can get rid of )
·         MEP Engineering – Smith Seckman Reid, Inc.  (can get rid of)
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Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: David Cantor
To: Molly Hayes; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord, John - AOL; Miller, Don


(DPW); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:09:33 AM
Attachments: image001.png


1 DRAFT_Dewatering Treatment System Locations-DC Edit 20150509.pdf


Molly –
                     
Upon review of the draft “Construction Dewatering Strategy” from Langan Treadwell Rollo and the
“Storm Drain Report for Mission Bay, Parks P23 and P24” by BKF, both documents dated May 6,
2015, MBDG provides the following:


Based on current schedules for both Stormwater Pump Station No. 5 (SWPS #5) and Parks P23/P24,
and on prior history of SFPUC acceptance of similar projects, it is not likely that SFPUC will accept
any facilities impacted by the proposed dewatering.  Because the proposed dewatering would be
likely to impact the operation of the pump station and BMP’s located in P23/P24 at a time when
MBDG will be attempting to perform functional acceptance testing and secure final acceptance of
the facilities from the SFPUC, we do not view the proposed strategy  (Option 1 or Option 2) as a
viable path forward.


After an internal review, MBDG suggests a “third option” of locating the dewatering treatment
system northeast of the GSW project, on the future Park P22, and directing the treated dewatering
effluent north to the completed Stormwater Pump Station No. 1 (SWPS #1) outfall; see attached PDF
for location.  MBDG is currently working with SFPUC to secure final acceptance of SWPS #1, and we
remain hopeful that the facility can be accepted prior to the start of the dewatering operations.
  After SFPUC acceptance of the completed SWPS# 1 facility, we propose that GSW locate the
dewatering facilities as shown in “Option 3” and direct the discharges to SWPS #1 outfall. This would
accomplish similar objectives to GSW's current proposals, while avoiding the uncertainty, risk, and
delays to the SWPS #5 and P23/P24 SFPUC acceptance process.
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
 
David E. Cantor, PE, CCM, DBIA
MBDG | Mission Bay Development Group
410 China Basin Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
Office ~ 415.355.6620
Mobile ~ 707.975.3389
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OPTION 3 - Treated dewatering effluent discharged to SWPS #1 outfall structure 
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From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 2:15 PM
To: David Cantor; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord, John - AOL;
Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
All,
 
Let me know if you have any comments or changes by Monday at 10 am. We would like to
incorporate them and send PUC the dewatering proposal by EOD Monday.
 
Thanks,
Molly
 


From: Molly Hayes 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 6:36 PM
To: 'David Cantor'; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord, John -
AOL; Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
Here are the two attachments referenced.
 
Best,
Molly
 


From: David Cantor [mailto:dcantor@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 6:26 PM
To: Molly Hayes; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord, John - AOL;
Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
Molly –
 
Would you please send over the attachments as referenced in Langan’s report.
 
Thanks,
 
David E. Cantor, PE, CCM, DBIA
MBDG | Mission Bay Development Group
410 China Basin Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
Office ~ 415.355.6620
Mobile ~ 707.975.3389
 
 
 



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:dcantor@mbaydevelopment.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com





From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 5:52 PM
To: Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; David Cantor; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord, John - AOL;
Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
MBDG, MBTF, and OCII,
 
Please see the attached dewatering strategy proposal for Blocks 29-32. We would appreciate
feedback before sending to SFPUC.
 
Thanks,
Molly
 
--
Molly Hayes
Arena Project Analyst | Golden State Warriors
Mobile (571)-216-9205 | Office (510)-740-7531
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
mhayes@warriors.com


 



mailto:mhayes@warriors.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:mhayes@warriors.com






From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Clarke Miller; Paul Mitchell; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);


Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:35:43 PM


Tomorrow at 11:00 works for me if that’s a better time for others.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:33 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
I’m booked until 11am tomorrow, but if Kate and Mary are available at 9am, I can be sure they’re
up-to-speed on these items prior to the call so you can proceed at 9am.
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 4:31 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam
(ECN); Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Hi all,
We’d like to schedule a call ASAP to discuss where we’re at on the variant and on the new wind data
for both the project and the variant. We also need to discuss the schedule for reviewing and
certifying the admin record per the AB900 requirements.
 
Please let me know if you’re available at 9:00 tomorrow morning.
Thanks
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
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Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Clarke:
 
Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:
 


1.        Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number
of other changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan
(i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event
center does not extend as far south as the proposed project


b.       For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend
slightly further out towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light
blue (e.g., the atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass
covering.  Are these areas different than what you are proposing for the
proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.       For the Variant, the “South Street Retail” and “Food Hall” roof contains
different features compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2
feet higher) than the gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate
the square footage in size of the gatehouse for Variant vs. the proposed
project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the “Main Lower Plaza” will be
paved.  So to confirm, will there be any subsurface infrastructure to
accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location, or to be converted
to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from
the Main Lower Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.       Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the
Variant are identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1). 


3.       Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.       Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in
the EIR Project Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800







San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000
From:Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com) <kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>,
Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett
(CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com) <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine
Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org) <Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


 


Team,
 
Here is a link
(https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested


for the site plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon
for the two scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara
variant. I’m told that the results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site
wind exceedance drops below the existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we
should discuss whether the results from the base project with mitigations are intended
to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
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Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The
charts will cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with
wind screens, canopies, etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward
them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the
vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I
have a call with them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early
results. I’ll pass along an update as soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind
data ASAP. As of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the
schedule I sent last week. If ESA receives the needed information by COB tomorrow,
they will complete the variant chapter for review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that
will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
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Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Kumar, Sarojni (CII)
Cc: Guerra, Claudia (CII)
Subject: RE: Envelop Reminder
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:07:00 PM


Thanks!  Yes, these are the boring regular ones with NO windows, but YES to our return address
being included.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Kumar, Sarojni (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 1:24 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Guerra, Claudia (CII)
Subject: FW: Envelop Reminder
 
Hi Catherine, I’m placing order for the envelopes as per your request so need to confirm if these are
the regular non-window envelopes we usually use for mass mailing?
 
Thanks
Sarojni
 


From: Guerra, Claudia (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 12:09 PM
To: Kumar, Sarojni (CII)
Cc: Guerra, Claudia (CII)
Subject: FW: Envelop Reminder
 
Sarojni,
 
Can you please order enough envelops to cover Catherine’s request below.  We will need them
ASAP.  Do you know if we have our envelopes somewhere else that I don’t know about?
 
Please let me know.  Thank you for the help.
 
Claudia
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 11:41 AM
To: Guerra, Claudia (CII)
Subject: Envelop Reminder
 
Hi, Claudia – just a reminder that we’ll be needing 1,600 additional envelops by the end of the
month for the GSW EIR mailings.  Let me know if we need to order any, and if I can help with that
process.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy


(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:23:51 PM
Attachments: 150512 RWDI Preliminary Results - VARA Plaza - 1401775.pdf


150512 RWDI Preliminary Mitigation Results - Warrior"s - 1401775.pdf


CEQA team,
 
Please see attached the preliminary results from the additional wind studies for the vara and for the
base project + mitigations. I’m admittedly not clear on whether the base project + mitigations study
will be incorporated into the DSEIR or if that’s better suited for OCII info purposes only, so I’d
recommend ESA prioritize the vara results for the time being.
 
RWDI is available for a call tomorrow if that’d be helpful for members of this group. Let me know a
time that works.
 
I believe this satisfies the outstanding info requests of GSW for the vara. If there’s anything
additional still required, please let us know as soon as possible.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 1:27 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)';
Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Team,
 
Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site


plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I’m told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the
existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the
base project with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a
recommendation?
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Exceeds Hazard 
Criteria 



Hours 
Change 



Relative to 
Existing E



x
c
e
e
d
s
 



106 



 
39 5 e 



 
41 9 4 e   40 8 3 e 



107 



 
Data not available 



 
Data not available 



 
Data not available 



108 



 



 



 109  29 0    



Data not available 



 



Data not available 



110  28 0     



111  32 0     



112  35 0     



113  31 0     



114  28 0     



115  29 0     



116  34 0     



117  30 0     



118  29 0     



119  26 0     



120  28 0     



121  26 0     



122  31 0     



123  30 0     



124  27 0     



125  33 0     



126  33 0     
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e
e
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Existing E



x
c
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d
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127  34 0    



Data not available 



 



Data not available 



128  32 0     



129  33 0     



130  31 0     



131  33 0     



132  33 0     



133  33 0     



134  34 0     



135  33 0     



136  32 0     



137  28 0     



138  29 0     



139  32 0     



140  32 0     



141  31 0     



142  33 0     
Average Wind 



Speeds, Total Hours 
& Exceeds  



30 112 
𝟖



𝟏𝟎𝟑
  26 182 - 



𝟏𝟎



𝟏𝟎𝟒
  26 157 - 



𝟏𝟎



𝟏𝟎𝟒
 



Averages & Totals – 
Sidewalks & Plaza*  



29 112 
𝟖



𝟔𝟗
  26 133 21 



𝟔



𝟔𝟗
  26 108 -4 



𝟔



𝟔𝟗
 



*Sidewalks & Plaza: Locations 1 – 33, 49 – 59, 82 – 106  
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Change 
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Existing E



x
c
e
e
d
s
 



1 



 
40 7 -6 e 



 
39 6 -7 e  41 9 -4 e 



2 



 
29 0 0   



 
29 0 0    28 0 0   



3 



 
18 0 0   



 
18 0 0    18 0 0   



4 



 
19 0 0   



 
18 0 0    19 0 0   



5 



 
28 0 0   



 
28 0 0    28 0 0   



6 



 
44 39 39 e 



 
43 30 30 e  43 34 34 e 



7 



 
34 0 -6   



 
34 0 -6    34 0 -6   



8 



 
26 0 0   



 
25 0 0    25 0 0   



9 



 
27 0 0   



 
27 0 0    29 0 0   



10 



 
23 0 0   



 
22 0 0    24 0 0   



11 



 
29 0 0   



 
28 0 0    29 0 0   



12 



 
24 0 0   



 
23 0 0    23 0 0   



13 



 
27 0 0   



 
27 0 0    27 0 0   



14 



 
31 0 0   



 
30 0 0    31 0 0   



15 



 
30 0 0   



 
30 0 0    29 0 0   



16 



 
20 0 0   



 
20 0 0    20 0 0   



17 



 
16 0 0   



 
15 0 0    16 0 0   



18 



 
31 0 0   



 
30 0 0    32 0 0   



19 



 
29 0 0   



 
28 0 0    30 0 0   



20 



 
24 0 0   



 
22 0 0    26 0 0   



21 



 
27 0 0   



 
27 0 0    25 0 0   
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22 



 
23 0 0   



 
23 0 0    25 0 0   



23 



 
27 0 0   



 
26 0 0    28 0 0   



24 



 
18 0 0   



 
18 0 0    18 0 0   



25 



 
16 0 0   



 
15 0 0    16 0 0   



26 



 
19 0 0   



 
18 0 0    18 0 0   



27 



 
25 0 0   



 
26 0 0    26 0 0   



28 



 
31 0 0   



 
31 0 0    31 0 0   



29 



 
21 0 0   



 
21 0 0    21 0 0   



30 



 
22 0 0   



 
21 0 0    22 0 0   



31 



 
22 0 0   



 
22 0 0    22 0 0   



32 



 
35 0 0   



 
34 0 0    35 0 0   



33 



 
26 0 0   



 
26 0 0    27 0 0   



34 



 
26 0 -   



 
26 0 -    26 0 -   



35 



 
33 0 -   



 
33 0 -    34 0 -   



36 



 
26 0 -   



 
26 0 -    26 0 -   



37 



 
15 0 -   



 
15 0 -    15 0 -   



38 



 
16 0 -   



 
16 0 -    16 0 -   



39 



 
21 0 -   



 
21 0 -    21 0 -   



40 



 
32 0 -   



 
32 0 -    32 0 -   



41 



 
34 0 -   



 
34 0 -    34 0 -   



42 



 
21 0 -   



 
21 0 -    21 0 -   
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43 



 
39 5 - e   39 5 - e   39 5 - e 



44 



 
34 0 -   



 
33 0 -    34 0 -   



45 



 
26 0 -   



 
25 0 -    25 0 -   



46 



 
25 0 -   



 
25 0 -    25 0 -   



47 



 
23 0 -   



 
23 0 -    23 0 -   



48 



 
21 0 -   



 
21 0 -    22 0 -   



49 



 
23 0 0     22 0 0     22 0 0   



50 



 
40 7 7 e   40 7 7 e   40 7 7 e 



51 



 
23 0 0     23 0 0     23 0 0   



52 



 
25 0 0     25 0 0     25 0 0   



53 



 
28 0 0     28 0 0     29 0 0   



54 



 
25 0 -3     24 0 -3     25 0 -3   



55 



 
23 0 0     23 0 0     23 0 0   



56 



 
20 0 0     19 0 0     20 0 0   



57 



 
27 0 0     26 0 0     27 0 0   



58 



 
23 0 0     23 0 0     24 0 0   



59 



 
23 0 0     23 0 0     23 0 0   



60 



 
Data not available 



 
Data not available 



 
Data not available 



61 



 



  



62 



 
32 0 -   



 
31 0 -    32 0 -   



63 



 
30 0 -   



 
29 0 -    30 0 -   
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Existing E



x
c
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64 



 
36 1 -   



 
35 0 -    36 1 -   



65 



 
45 24 - e   45 24 - e   45 24 - e 



66 



 
38 3 - e   38 3 - e   38 3 - e 



67 



 
28 0 -   



 
28 0 -    28 0 -   



68 



 
23 0 -   



 
23 0 -    23 0 -   



69 



 
11 0 -   



 
11 0 -    11 0 -   



70 



 
9 0 -   



 
10 0 -    10 0 -   



71 



 
21 0 -   



 
21 0 -    21 0 -   



72 



 
24 0 -   



 
24 0 -    24 0 -   



73 



 
43 16 - e   43 16 - e   43 16 - e 



74 



 
19 0 -   



 
19 0 -    20 0 -   



75 



 
19 0 -   



 
18 0 -    19 0 -   



76 



 
27 0 -   



 
26 0 -    27 0 -   



77 



 
24 0 -   



 
24 0 -    24 0 -   



78 



 
17 0 -   



 
17 0 -    17 0 -   



79 



 
22 0 -   



 
22 0 -    22 0 -   



80 



 
10 0 -   



 
9 0 -    9 0 -   



81 



 
23 0 -   



 
23 0 -    23 0 -   



82 



 
27 0 0     26 0 0     26 0 0   



83 



 
30 0 0     29 0 0     29 0 0   



84 



 
21 0 0     20 0 0     21 0 0   
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(mph) 



Hours per Year 
Wind Speed 



Exceeds 
Hazard Criteria 



Hours 
Change 



Relative to 
Existing E



x
c
e
e
d
s
 



 



Wind Speed 
Exceeded 1 
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85 



 
25 0 0     25 0 0     24 0 0   



86 



 
20 0 0     20 0 0     20 0 0   



87 



 
17 0 0     18 0 0     18 0 0   



88 



 
11 0 0     11 0 0     11 0 0   



89 



 
11 0 0     11 0 0     12 0 0   



90 



 
23 0 0     23 0 0     24 0 0   



91 



 
24 0 0     24 0 0     25 0 0   



92 



 
20 0 0     20 0 0     20 0 0   



93 



 
28 0 0     27 0 0     27 0 0   



94 



 
19 0 0     20 0 0     19 0 0   



95 



 
25 0 0     24 0 0     24 0 0   



96 



 
31 0 0     30 0 0     30 0 0   



97 



 
23 0 0     21 0 0     22 0 0   



98 



 
30 0 -6     37 8 2 e   37 9 3 e 



99 



 
43 24 16 e   40 9 1 e   41 17 9 e 



100 



 
22 0 0     21 0 0     22 0 0   



101 



 
28 0 0     28 0 0     28 0 0   



102 



 
32 0 0     31 0 0     32 0 0   



103 



 
34 0 -1     34 0 -1     35 0 -1   



104 



 
32 0 0     32 0 0     32 0 0   



105 



 
42 40 -30 e   42 40 -30 e   42 40 -30 e 











 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Table 1b:  Wind Hazard Results 



Reputation   Resources   Results                                                            Canada   |   USA   |   UK   |   India   |   China   |   Hong Kong   |   Singapore                                                            www.rwdi.com 



Warrior’s Arena – San Francisco, CA  
Pedestrian Wind Study  
RWDI#1401775 
May 12, 2015  



Page 6 of 7 
 



References 
 



Mitigation 3 
 



Mitigation 4 
 



Mitigation 5 



Location Number 
 



Wind Speed 
Exceeded 1 
hour/year 



(mph) 



Hours per 
Year Wind 



Speed 
Exceeds 
Hazard 
Criteria 



Hours 
Change 
Relative 



to 
Existing 



E
x
c
e
e
d
s
 



 



Wind Speed 
Exceeded 1 
hour/year 



(mph) 



Hours per Year 
Wind Speed 



Exceeds 
Hazard Criteria 



Hours 
Change 



Relative to 
Existing E



x
c
e
e
d
s
 



 



Wind Speed 
Exceeded 1 
hour/year 



(mph) 



Hours per Year 
Wind Speed 



Exceeds Hazard 
Criteria 



Hours 
Change 



Relative to 
Existing E



x
c
e
e
d
s
 



106 



 
40 7 2 e   40 8 3 e   40 8 3 e 



107 



 
Data not available 



 
Data not available 



 
Data not available 



108 



 



 



 109  



Data not available 



 



Data not available 



 



Data not available 



110    



111    



112    



113    



114    



115    



116    



117    



118    



119    



120    



121    



122    



123    



124    



125    



126    
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127  



Data not available 



 



Data not available 



 



Data not available 



128    



129    



130    



131    



132    



133    



134    



135    



136    



137    



138    



139    



140    



141    



142    
Average Wind 



Speeds, Total Hours 
& Exceeds  



26 173 - 
𝟏𝟎



𝟏𝟎𝟒
  26 156 - 



𝟏𝟏



𝟏𝟎𝟒
  26 173 - 



𝟏𝟏



𝟏𝟎𝟒
 



Averages & Totals – 
Sidewalks & Plaza*  



26 124 12 
𝟔



𝟔𝟗
  26 108 -4 



𝟕



𝟔𝟗
  26 124 12 



𝟕



𝟔𝟗
 



*Sidewalks & Plaza: Locations 1 – 33, 49 – 59, 82 – 106  
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41 10 -3 e 
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28 0 0   
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18 0 0   



 
18 0 0   



4 



 
19 0 0   



 
19 0 0   



5 



 
29 0 0   



 
28 0 0   



6 



 
43 32 32 e 



 
43 32 32 e 



7 



 
34 0 -6   



 
34 0 -6   



8 



 
25 0 0   



 
25 0 0   



9 



 
26 0 0   



 
28 0 0   



10 



 
24 0 0   



 
24 0 0   



11 



 
29 0 0   



 
29 0 0   



12 



 
23 0 0   



 
23 0 0   



13 



 
28 0 0   



 
28 0 0   



14 



 
31 0 0   



 
30 0 0   



15 



 
30 0 0   



 
29 0 0   



16 



 
20 0 0   



 
20 0 0   



17 



 
16 0 0   



 
16 0 0   



18 



 
32 0 0   



 
32 0 0   



19 



 
31 0 0   



 
30 0 0   



20 



 
23 0 0   



 
25 0 0   



21 



 
22 0 0   



 
27 0 0   











 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Table 1c:  Wind Hazard Results 



Reputation   Resources   Results                                                            Canada   |   USA   |   UK   |   India   |   China   |   Hong Kong   |   Singapore                                                            www.rwdi.com 



Warrior’s Arena – San Francisco, CA  
Pedestrian Wind Study  
RWDI#1401775 
May 12, 2015  



Page 2 of 7 
 



References 
 



Mitigation 6 
 



Mitigation 7 



Location Number 
 



Wind Speed 
Exceeded 1 
hour/year 



(mph) 



Hours per 
Year Wind 



Speed 
Exceeds 
Hazard 
Criteria 



Hours 
Change 
Relative 



to 
Existing 



E
x
c
e
e
d
s
 



 



Wind Speed 
Exceeded 1 
hour/year 



(mph) 



Hours per Year 
Wind Speed 



Exceeds 
Hazard Criteria 



Hours 
Change 



Relative to 
Existing E



x
c
e
e
d
s
 



22 



 
23 0 0   



 
23 0 0   



23 



 
28 0 0   



 
28 0 0   



24 



 
18 0 0   



 
18 0 0   



25 



 
16 0 0   



 
16 0 0   



26 



 
19 0 0   



 
18 0 0   



27 



 
26 0 0   



 
26 0 0   



28 



 
31 0 0   



 
31 0 0   



29 



 
22 0 0   



 
21 0 0   



30 



 
21 0 0   



 
22 0 0   



31 



 
22 0 0   



 
22 0 0   



32 



 
34 0 0   



 
33 0 0   



33 



 
26 0 0   



 
26 0 0   



34 



 
25 0 -   



 
25 0 -   



35 



 
33 0 -   



 
33 0 -   



36 



 
26 0 -   



 
26 0 -   



37 



 
15 0 -   



 
15 0 -   



38 



 
16 0 -   



 
16 0 -   



39 



 
21 0 -   



 
21 0 -   



40 



 
31 0 -   



 
31 0 -   



41 



 
33 0 -   



 
33 0 -   



42 



 
21 0 -   



 
21 0 -   
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43 



 
39 5 - e   39 5 - e 



44 



 
34 0 -   



 
33 0 -   



45 



 
25 0 -   



 
25 0 -   



46 



 
25 0 -   



 
24 0 -   



47 



 
23 0 -   



 
23 0 -   



48 



 
21 0 -   



 
21 0 -   



49 



 
22 0 0     21 0 0   



50 



 
40 7 7 e   40 7 7 e 



51 



 
23 0 0     23 0 0   



52 



 
25 0 0     24 0 0   



53 



 
28 0 0     28 0 0   



54 



 
24 0 -3     24 0 -3   



55 



 
23 0 0     23 0 0   



56 



 
19 0 0     19 0 0   



57 



 
26 0 0     26 0 0   



58 



 
23 0 0     23 0 0   



59 



 
23 0 0     22 0 0   



60 



 
Data not available 



 
Data not available 



61 



 



 



62 



 
31 0 -   



 
31 0 -   



63 



 
29 0 -   



 
29 0 -   
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Mitigation 3 - - 
Porous canopy with 



porous vertical standoff 
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Mitigation 5 - - Solid canopy 



 



  



 



Mitigation 6 - - Porous canopy 
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Wind Tunnel Study Model Figure No. 1a 
 



Existing  



 



Date:  April 23 , 2015 Warrior’s Arena – San Francisco, CA Project #1401775 



 



 



 











Wind Tunnel Study Model Figure No. 1b 
 



Existing + Project (with solid canopy, or “Mitigation 5” in Table 2) 
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Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will
cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies,
etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I’ll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,



mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com





Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As
of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for
review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/






From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: EIR Sections
Date: Sunday, May 10, 2015 9:51:40 PM
Attachments: 1_ Summary_GSW MB ADSEIR2CR_redline.doc


1_ Summary_GSW MB ADSEIR2CR.doc
2_Introduction_ GSW MB ADSEIR2CR.docx
3_Project Description_GSW MB ADSEIR2CR.docx
5-03_Noise_GSW MB ADSEIR2CR.docx


Here are some minor changes to the first few sections of the EIR.


I need to check to see if we still want to use the new OCII logo for the cover and cover
page, or go back to the old one.


No changes to the Part 4, TOC and Acronyms.


Looking good!
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1. Summary


1. Summary





Summary



1.1 Project Description


GSW Arena LLC (GSW), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC, which owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site on Blocks 29-32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. See Figure 1-1 for an aerial photograph of the project site within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. 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. Francois Boulevard on the east. The proposed event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions.


Background



The San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), as lead agency responsible for administering the environmental review for private projects in the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco, has determined that an environmental impact report (EIR) is required for the proposed project in compliance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This EIR is a public information document for use by governmental agencies and the public to identify and evaluate potential environmental impacts of the proposed project, to recommend mitigation measures to lessen or eliminate significant adverse impacts, and to examine feasible alternatives to the project. The information contained in the EIR must be reviewed and considered by the OCII and by any responsible agencies (as defined in CEQA) prior to a decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed project.


This document is a Subsequent EIR (SEIR), tiered from the certified Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR),
 which provided programmatic environmental review of the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan (consisting of the Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan). The Mission Bay FSEIR evaluated the potential environmental effects of the overall development of the approximately 300-acre Mission Bay plan area (see Figure 1-2 for an illustration of land uses in the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is a subsequent activity allowed under and consistent with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. This SEIR provides detailed, project-level environmental review of the proposed Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Blocks 29-32, within the context of the certified Mission Bay FSEIR.


On November 19, 2014, OCII issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to notify and inform agencies and interested parties about the proposed project and to initiate the CEQA environmental review process for the project. The NOP included an Initial Study, which described and analyzed environmental resource areas that would not be significantly affected by the proposed project. This SEIR addresses the remaining environmental resources areas upon which the proposed project could result in significant, physical environmental impacts. The NOP and Initial Study are included in Appendix NOP-IS of this SEIR. 



Project Objectives



The Golden State Warriors currently play their home games at Oracle Arena, located at 7000 Coliseum Way in Oakland, California and lease their management offices and practice facility at the Oakland Convention Center at 1011 Broadway in downtown Oakland. The proposed project would consolidate these facilities in one location. Oracle Arena, built in 1966 and remodeled in 1996, is the oldest facility still in use by the NBA. 



The project sponsor's objectives for the proposed Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Blocks 29-32 are to:


· Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment and convention purposes for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000-18,500, and expands opportunities for the City’s tourist, hotel and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.



· Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.



· Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.



· Optimize public transit, pedestrian and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles, and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.



· Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.



· Develop a project that creates a visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center in not in use, and enhances the project’s overall feasibility.



· Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of a world class 3,000-4,000 seat facility.



· Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900),
 as amended.



Project Characteristics



The proposed project would develop the currently vacant Blocks 29-32 with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 1-3 presents the conceptual project site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights. Table 1-1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.


The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations. The event center would be programmed with a capacity of 18,064 seats for basketball games, but could be reconfigured for concerts for a maximum capacity of about 18,500. The performance and seating areas could also be re-configured in a cut-down theater configuration to create a smaller venue space.


Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site. These buildings would each be 11 stories (160 feet tall at building rooftop); 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 tall) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses, with retail uses on the lower floor(s).



Additional retail uses would front on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and a 2-story, 38-foot high “gatehouse” building located mid-point along Third Street would provide retail uses and house elevators/escalators connecting to parking facilities on lower floors. A 3-story, 41-foot high ”food hall” would be located at the corner of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street.


Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be designed within the site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 to 12 feet above Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.



Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (two below grade and one at street level) would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas, with a total of 950 vehicle parking spaces. Thirteen truck loading docks located on the lower parking level would serve the event center and office and retail uses. 


The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards and would incorporate a variety of design features to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. The project would also implement a number of off-site roadway network and curb regulations, transit network, pedestrian and bicycle network improvements in the project site vicinity, including roadway restriping, intersection signalization, on-street parking, new perimeter sidewalks, bicycle lanes, signage and other improvements.



Figure 1-1
Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay


(same as Figure 3-1)



Figure 1-2
Land Uses in the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan



(same as Figure 3-3)



Figure 1-3
Conceptual Project Site Plan



(same as Figure 3-3)



(compare to final site plan for SD to make sure heights, etc. are all up to date)


Table 1-1
summary of proposed Project Facilities AND DESIGN FEATURES


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seatsa





			Size 


			Total GSF





			Event Centerb



   Golden State Warriors Office Space



Office Space



Retail Spacec


Parking and Loading



Total Building Area


			750,000



25,000



580,000



125,000



475,000



1,955,000 GSFd





			Heighte/Levels 



Event Center 



Office and Retail Buildings




Retail-only Buildings 


			135 feet



160 feet (11 stories) total [90-foot (6-story) podiums with 70-foot (5‑story) towers above]; retail uses within street level and plaza-level floors 



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





			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 trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street



Access point for autos on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:



GSF = gross square feet. 



a
Presented maximum seating capacity is for basketball games. However, as discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, there would other types of events at the event center, including certain concerts and conventions, that would be able to accommodate a maximum attendance of up approximately 18,500 patrons with the addition of floor seats and/or standing room-only spaces (see Table 3-3 in Chapter 3 for more detail). 


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


c
Proposed retail uses are approximately 51,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 11,000 quick-service restaurant, and 62,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.



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



e
All building heights in this SEIR, unless otherwise noted, are measured from finished grade to top of building, consistent with the South Design for Development. Heights of proposed office and retail buildings exclude unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.



SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014



Proposed Operations



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



As part of the project, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP). The TMP is a management and operating plan to facilitate multimodal access at the event center during project operation. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle, and walk modes for trips to and from the project site.


Construction


Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; temporary dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


1.2 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures


The Initial Study determined that the following topics were adequately analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR such that the proposed project would have no new significant impacts or no substantially more severe impacts previously found significant on these resources: Land Use; Population and Housing; Cultural and Paleontological Resources; Recreation; Air Quality (odors); Utilities and Services Systems (water supply and solid waste); Public Services (schools, parks, and other services); Biological Resources; Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality (construction water quality, groundwater, drainage, flooding, and inundation); Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Mineral and Energy Resources; and Agricultural and Forest Resources.



Impacts related to Aesthetics are not analyzed in the Initial Study or this SEIR because under CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21099), aesthetics impacts of a mixed-use or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area are not to be considered significant impacts.


Chapter 5 of the SEIR presents a detailed analysis of the following resources: Transportation and Circulation; Noise and Vibration; Air Quality; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Wind and Shadow; Utilities and Service Systems (wastewater and stormwater); Public Services (police and fire services); and Hydrology and Water Quality (wastewater, stormwater, and sea level rise).



Table 1-2 (at the end of this chapter) summarizes all of the impacts of the proposed project, identifies the significance determination of each impact, and presents the full text of the recommended mitigation measures and improvement measures. Mitigation measures are feasible measures that would avoid, lessen, or reduce significant impacts. Improvement measures would also lessen or reduce impacts, but unlike mitigation measures, implementation of improvement measures is not required under CEQA because they only apply to impacts determined to be less than significant. However, all improvement measures identified in this SEIR would be incorporated into conditions of approval if the project is approved. The summary table includes all impacts and mitigation measures applicable to the proposed project, with the the SEIR sections sections presented first and followed by Initial Study.



As indicated on Table 1-2, the SEIR determined that the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts in the areas of transportation and circulation (traffic impacts at multiple intersections and freeway ramps, and transit demand on local and regional transit providers exceeding capacity); noise (substantial permanent increase in roadway noise and crowd noise affecting sensitive receptors); air quality (construction and operational emissions of ozone precursors exceeding thresholds), wind (substantial increase in wind hazard hours at off-site public areas); and utilities (construction of new or upgraded wastewater facilities, and determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand).  



1.3 Alternatives



Two alternatives were selected for detailed analysis: the No Project Alternative, as required by CEQA, and the Reduced Intensity Alternative based on its ability to attain most of the project's objectives and to avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts, and its feasibility. Numerous alternatives, including several off-site alternatives, were considered but eliminated from further consideration either due to infeasibility or because it would result in the same or greater significant impacts than the proposed project.


No Project Alternative



The No Project Alternative assumes that development at Blocks 29-32 could occur in the foreseeable future within the restrictions and controls established in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan and the South Design for Development, as was envisioned in the Mission Bay FSEIR. While there is currently no such development proposal for Blocks 29-32, a hypothetical scenario was developed for the purposes of this SEIR. Under this scenario, the total mixed-use development would be 1,056,000 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial, industrial, and retail uses, with all buildings a maximum of 90 feet high except for a 160-foot high tower on Block 29, and on-site above-grade structure parking with 1,050 stalls. There would be no event center.



Impacts of the No Project alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project with respect to most resource areas. This is because most of these impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a fully developed City block, regardless of the size of the development. However, unlike the proposed project which would result in significant and unavoidable air quality and noise impacts, the No Project Alternative would result in less-than-significant effects for the comparable impacts, due in large part to the removal of air pollutant emissions and noise from mobile sources associated with the event center. Similarly, without an event center, the No Project Alternative would result in less severe impacts with respect to transportation and circulation due to_____ [[to be completed]]. In addition, the No Project Alternative could result in less severe off-site wind hazard impacts than the proposed project due to the elimination of the tower at Third and 16th Streets.



Reduced Intensity Alternative



The Reduced Intensity Alternative, developed as a hypothetical scenario for the purposes of this SEIR, would be the same as the proposed project with respect to the event center, but the office uses would be reduced from 580,000 to 406,000 gsf, retail uses would be reduced from 125,000 to 110,000 gsf, and on-site, subgrade parking reduced from 950 to 775 stalls. The total development would be reduced from 1,955,000 to 1,766,000 gsf, or a reduction of 189,000 gsf. In addition, the 16th Street tower would be reduced by seven floors, such that the height of the structure at Third and 16th Streets would be 55 feet instead of 160 feet. 



Impacts of this alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project with respect to nearly all resource areas. This is because not only would the project result in conversion of a vacant parcel to a fully developed City block, but the inclusion of the event center would be the primary reason for most of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed project. Therefore, the reduced scale of the office and retail development would result in only nominal changes in the severity of identified impacts. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same significant and unavoidable noise and air quality impacts as the proposed project, although the impacts would be somewhat less severe (but still exceeding applicable thresholds). Thus, all the same air quality and noise mitigation and  improvement measures identified for the proposed project would also apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, but would still not suffice to reduce those air quality and noise impacts to less than significant. Similarly, compared to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in the same but somewhat less severe impacts with respect to transportation and circulation, including _____________ [[to be completed]]. In addition, the Reduced Intensity Alternative could result in less severe off-site wind hazard impacts than the proposed project due to the elimination of the tower at Third and 16th Streets. 



Environmentally Superior Alternative



While both the No Project and the Reduced Intensity Alternatives would result in less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not meet the project sponsor’s most basic objective, which is construction of an event center to serve the Golden State Warriors basketball team. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be considered the environmentally superior alternative.


1.4 Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved



On November 11, 2014, the OCII issued a NOP of a SEIR. Individuals, groups, and agencies that received these notices included owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site and other potentially interested parties, including various regional, state, and local agencies. A scoping meeting was held on December 9, 2014, to solicit comments on the scope of the SEIR. 


Based on the number of comments received on each of the topics listed, controversial issues for the proposed project, as expressed by community members, are the following:


· Why the project is analyzed under a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report;



· Which City ordinances, regulations, and approval requirements are superseded or otherwise different in the Mission Bay area;



· Aesthetic effects of the proposed development, including views through the project site, light and glare effects from construction, building lighting, and outdoor events;



· The approach to the transportation impact analysis, reasons for the assumptions incorporated (specifically into mode share), times of day and week studied, and cumulative projects considered;



· Impacts on transportation and circulation (including highways, arterial streets, local streets, pinch points, transit stations and service, and emergency response), as well as mitigation measures—specifically a Transportation Management Plan—that would reduce such impacts; 



· Provision of sufficient bicycle and pedestrian circulation facilities and impacts to bicyclists and pedestrians;



· Parking supply and demand under both existing conditions and with the project;



· Financing, monitoring, and responsibility for implementation of mitigation measures;



· Noise from construction, outdoor events, crowds, operational traffic and generators;



· Impact from exposure to air pollutants during construction and operation;



· Effects on nearby infrastructure and facilities, including the Mariposa pump station and Bayfront Park;



· Security and crowd management, provision of public restrooms, provision of trash receptacles, littering, vermin, graffiti, and public intoxication;



· Economic effects of the project on the surrounding neighborhood and City; and



· Cumulative impacts of development of the project combined with development of other projects, and development under other plans, in the vicinity.



1.5 Third Street Plaza Variant



The project sponsor has requested that this SEIR include environmental analysis of a variant to the proposed project. The project variant, the Third Street Plaza Variant, is a minor variation of the proposed project at the same project site at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, with all of the same objectives, background, and development controls, and with one exception, same approvals as the proposed project. The Third Street Plaza Variant is analyzed in this SEIR at an equal level of detail as the proposed project, and therefore the variant analysis satisfies all CEQA requirements, should this variant be selected for approval.  



Under the Third Street Plaza Variant, all aspects of the design, uses, construction, and operation proposed project would be identical to that of the proposed project with one exception: the area of the proposed Third Street Plaza would be modified to be consistent with the design standards of the UCSF view easement on the project site. Consequently, the elevated plaza and"gatehouse" building located mid-block along Third Street within the view easement under the proposed project, would be replaced with an at-grade “event space” with no above-grade structural development.



The Third Street Plaza Variant would have essentially all the same environmental impacts as those identified for the proposed project, with the possible exception of Wind effects. Compared to the proposed project, the wind hazard impacts for the Third Street Plaza Variant would be ____________[[To be determined]]. 



[Note to Reviewers: Inclusion of a chapter on the Third Street Plaza Variant is still to be determined.]


INSERT TABLE 1-2 



� 	City and County of San Francisco and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1998. Final Mission Bay Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. Planning Department File No. 96.771E, San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97, State Clearinghouse No. 97092068. Certified September 17, 1998. 



� 	AB 900, effective January 1, 2012, provides streamlining benefits under CEQA for privately-financed projects located on an infill site that has been determined to generate thousands of jobs and include state-of-the-art pollution reductions.
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[bookmark: II_Proj_Desc][bookmark: _DV_M0]Plans and Policies


[bookmark: _DV_M1]Introduction and Overview


In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d), this chapter provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), City and County of San Francisco (CCSF), and regional, state, and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the project site. Although some of the plans and policies relate to regulations under the jurisdiction of these agencies, the primary discussion of regulations pertinent to the proposed project and its environmental effects is included in Chapter 5, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, under the regulatory framework subsection of each environmental topic. 


[bookmark: _DV_M3]Development of the project is subject to approvals by the primary agency with jurisdiction over the project site, which is OCII. Other agencies with plans and policies applicable to the project site include the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), and Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). 


[bookmark: _DV_M4]Policy conflicts do not, in and of themselves, indicate a significant environmental effect within the context of CEQA environmental review, in that the intent of CEQA is to determine physical environmental effects associated with a project. Many of the plans of OCII, CCSF, and the other relevant jurisdictions contain policies that address multiple goals pertaining to different resource areas. To the extent that physical environmental impacts of a proposed project may conflict with one of the goals related to a specific resource topic, such impacts are analyzed in this SEIR in that respective topical section in Chapter 5, such as Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Section 5.4, Air Quality, Section 5.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 


[bookmark: _DV_M2][bookmark: _DV_M5]San Francisco Plans and Policies


San Francisco General Plan


[bookmark: tra.ped.24.4][bookmark: urb.ndv.3.3]The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan) provides general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions. The General Plan contains 10 elements (Commerce and Industry, Recreation and Open Space, Housing, Community Facilities, Urban Design, Environmental Protection, Transportation, Air Quality, Community Safety, and Arts) that set forth goals, policies, and objectives for the physical development of the City. 


On September 17, 1998, by Resolution No. 14702, the Planning Commission determined that the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan provides for a type, intensity, and location of development that is consistent with the overall goals, objectives, and policies of the General Plan. Therefore, the project’s consistency with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (discussed below) would ensure that the project would not obviously or substantially conflict with General Plan goals, policies, or objectives. The General Plan elements that relate to the unique characteristics and considerations of the proposed project are discussed below.


Commerce and Industry Element. According to the General Plan, “the Commerce and Industry Element sets forth objectives and policies that address the broad range of economic activities, facilities and support systems that constitute San Francisco's employment and service base.” The element calls for managing economic growth to ensure enhancement of the total city environment, maintaining a diverse economic base, and providing employment opportunities for city residents. Objective 8 specifically states that the City shall enhance its position as a national center for visitor trade because visitor trade employs, directly, and indirectly, more residents than any other economic sector. The proposed project would not obviously conflict with the Commerce and Industry Element.


Transportation Element. The Transportation Element comprises sections relating to General Transportation, Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrians, Bicycles, Citywide Parking and Goods Movement. Each section consists of objectives and policies regarding a particular segment of the master transportation system and related maps which describe key physical aspects. The element specifically calls for the City to provide for a balanced, multi-modal transportation system that is consistent with planned land use. It states that the City shall encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use with transit service, establish frequent and convenient transit service for large sporting facilities and event centers, and provide bicycle parking for such centers. The proposed project would not obviously conflict with the Transportation Element.


Recreation and Open Space Element. The Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) indicates that the area surrounding the project site and vicinity has a “lesser need” for open space acquisition and renovation. This is due to the inclusion of proposed open spaces in the Mission Bay area, as well as the relatively low residential population compared to other areas of the City. The element specifically delineates Bayfront Park, east of the project site, as a “proposed open space,” and it designates Terry A. François Boulevard as a “green connection.” The proposed project would not obviously conflict with the ROSE.


Urban Design Element. As described in the General Plan, the Urban Design Element relates to the physical character and order of the city, and the relationship between people and their environment. The element specifically calls for centers of activity and major destination points to be made more prominent through design of street features and other means (Policies 1.6 and 1.8), and for local centers for shopping or congregations of people to stand out in their areas (Policy 4.6). The element also states that the city shall recognize the special urban design issues posed in development of larger properties (Policy 3.6). 


The Urban Design Element also specifically addresses protection of major views in the City (Policy 1.1), and moderation of new development to complement the city pattern (Objective 3) by avoiding extreme contrasts in color, shape, and other characteristics (Policy 3.2). Under this objective, the element states that low buildings along the waterfront contribute to the gradual tapering of height from the hills to the water that is characteristic of the City. Larger building with civic importance, providing places of assembly and recreation, may be appropriate along the waterfront at important locations. The element states that building height should relate to the important attributes of the city pattern and to the height and character of existing development (Policy 3.5), and the bulk of buildings should not overwhelm or dominate in appearance (Policy 3.6). The proposed project heights would be within the maximum heights called for in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan and Design for Development documents (discussed below). However, the project’s event center would exceed the 90-foot height limit on Blocks 30 and 32, which would be addressed through an amendment to the Design for Development. The proposed project would not obviously conflict with the Urban Design Element. 


San Francisco Planning Code


As stated in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan and Design for Development for Mission Bay South Project Area, together, constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided for in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The project would not require variances from or changes to the Planning Code or Zoning Map.


Planning Code Section 321


Section 321 implements the City’s annual limit on office construction, which is set at 950,000 square feet per calendar year, with a subset of 75,000 square feet reserved for buildings smaller than 50,000 square feet. The limit applies to all office space of a certain size citywide, not just downtown. Buildings smaller than 25,000 square feet are excepted; however, OCII projects are included, as are projects within San Francisco that are under the jurisdiction of the State of California and federal agencies, including the Presidio Trust and National Park Service. Square footage not allocated during any given year is added to the overall allocation for succeeding years. The Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, described below, states that no office development shall be approved that would cause the applicable annual limitation to be exceeded. As of November 14, 2014, the Planning Department’s inventory of office space showed 3.02 million square feet of space available for large projects (those 50,000 square feet and larger), with an additional 1.27 million square feet available for smaller projects (25,000 to 49,999 square feet).[footnoteRef:2] [2: 	San Francisco Planning Department, “Office Development Annual Limitation (Annual Limit) Program Update November 14, 2014. Allocations in square feet of gross floor area, as defined in Planning Code Sec. 102.9 Available at: http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentID=9276; reviewed December 15, 2014.] 



As described further below under “Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan,” the Planning Commission adopted findings that the office development contemplated by the plan promotes public welfare, convenience and necessity. No office development contemplated under the plan may be disapproved for inconsistency with Planning Code Sections 320 – 325, provided that the annual office space limitation contained in Planning Code Section 321 is not exceeded. 


In 2008, the Planning Commission established the Alexandria Mission Bay Life Sciences and Technology Development District (Alexandria District), with a pooled allocation of 1.12 million gross square feet (later modified to 1.35 million square feet) of office space to be used both by previously allocated office projects and future allocations at designated parcels in the district, in accordance with Planning Code Section 321. The Alexandria District generally includes properties along the east side of Third Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Mariposa Street (Blocks 26, 27, 29–32, 33, and 34) as well as properties west of Owens Street (Blocks 41–43). Blocks 29–32 currently have an allocation of 677,020 square feet of office space, none of which has been built.[footnoteRef:3],[footnoteRef:4] The proposed project’s approximately 605,000 square feet of office space would be accommodated within this total. [3:  	Ibid.]  [4:  	San Francisco Planning Department, “Letter RE: Property Transfers within the Alexandria Life Sciences & Technology District,” March 21, 2011. ] 



The Accountable Planning Initiative


In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code to establish the following eight priority policies:


· Preservation and enhancement of neighborhood‐serving retail uses;


· Protection of neighborhood character (discussed in Appendix NOP-IS, Section E.1, Land Use and Land Use Planning, Question 1c);


· Preservation and enhancement of affordable housing (discussed in Appendix NOP-IS, Section E.3, Population and Housing, Question 3b, with regard to housing supply and displacement issues);


· Discouragement of commuter automobiles (discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation);


· Protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership (discussed in Appendix NOP-IS, Section E.1, Land Use and Land Use Planning, Question 1c);


· Maximization of earthquake preparedness (discussed in Appendix NOP-IS, Section E.14, Geology and Soils, Questions 14a through 14d);


· Landmark and historic building preservation (discussed in Appendix NOP-IS, Section E.4, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Question 4a); and


· Protection of open space (discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, Wind and Shadow,; and in Appendix NOP-IS, Section E.10, Recreation, Questions 10a and 10c).


Through adoption of Resolution No 14702 in 1998, the Planning Commission determined that the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan provides for a type, intensity, and location of development that is consistent with these priority policies. Therefore, the proposed project’s consistency with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (below) would ensure that the proposed project would not obviously conflict with the Accountable Planning Initiative. 


Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan


The Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (South Plan) establishes the basic land use controls for the Mission Bay South Plan Area. The major objectives of the South Plan are to eliminate blighting influences and correct environmental deficiencies; retain and promote academic and research activities associated with the University of California San Francisco (UCSF), Mission Bay campus; assemble land into parcels suitable for modern, integrated development; re-plan, redesign, and develop undeveloped and underdeveloped areas; provide flexibility to respond to market conditions; provide opportunities for participation by owners in redevelopment of their properties; strengthen the community’s supply of housing; strengthen the economic base of the Plan Area; facilitate emerging commercial-industrial sectors; facilitate public transit opportunities; provide land for publicly accessible uses; and achieve the objectives expeditiously.


The South Plan includes the Redevelopment Land Use Map, which illustrates the location of Plan Area boundaries and proposed land uses to be permitted, generally consistent with the land uses presented in the 1990 Mission Bay Plan. See Figure 3-3, Land Uses in the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, in Chapter 3, Project Description. Pursuant to South Plan Section 302.4, the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use district that encompasses Blocks 29-32 principally permits office and retail uses, among other uses. Secondary assembly and entertainment uses are also permitted if the use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning and design controls, as well as if the use is determined to make a positive contribution to the character of the Plan Area, based on a finding by the Executive Director of OCII that the use will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or community.


Regarding commercial industrial floor area controls, the South Plan limits floor area ratio (FAR) for commercial industrial and commercial industrial/retail to a maximum of 2.9 to 1, averaged over the entire area of those land use districts combined. The South Plan permits a maximum of 5 million square feet of leasable[footnoteRef:5] mixed use office, research and development, and light industrial use space is permitted in “Zone A,” which comprises Blocks 26–34, 36, and 38–43, (see Chapter 3, Figure 3-3). There are 1,044,636 [[highlight for final check before the EIR goes out]] leasable square feet remaining after accounting for the approved and anticipated projects in Zone A. Using the calculation of leasable square feet required in the South Plan, the proposed project would entail construction of 1,010,400 leasable square feet, which would be accommodated within Zone A’s remaining total permitted square footage.  [5:  	The South Plan defines “leasable floor area” as the floor rentable area, as defined and calculated in the 1996 Building Owners and Managers Association International (BOMA) publication “Standard Method of Measuring Floor Area in Office Buildings.”] 



The South Plan also limits the total neighborhood-serving and city-serving retail space[footnoteRef:6] to be developed in Zone A and sites designated Commercial or Mission Bay South Residential. Up to 159,300 leasable square feet of neighborhood-serving retail and market-rate resident space is permitted in Zone A, of which 40,400 square feet remains. The project’s proposed 40,400 [[highlight for final check before the EIR goes out]] leasable square feet of neighborhood-serving retail would be accommodated within this remaining total square footage. Zone A is permitted 20,700 leasable square feet of city-serving retail, none of which has been built or allocated. The project’s 20,700 leasable square feet of city-serving retail would be accommodated within this remaining total square footage. [6:  	The South Plan defines “local-serving business” as a “business provides goods and/or services which are needed by residents and workers in the immediately surrounding neighborhood to satisfy basic personal and household needs on a frequent and recurring basis, and which if not available would require trips outside of the neighborhood. Also referred to as ‘neighborhood-serving’ business.” The South Plan does not specifically define “City-serving retail,” but it is generally understood to include retail spaces patronized by customers from both inside and outside the neighborhood.] 



As stated above under “San Francisco Planning Code,” the South Plan indicates that no office development in the South Plan shall be approved if it would cause the annual limitation on office space contained in Planning Code Section 321 to be exceeded. Blocks 29–32 currently have an allocation of 677,020 square feet of office space, none of which has been built.[footnoteRef:7],[footnoteRef:8] The proposed project’s approximately 605,000 square feet of office space would be accommodated within this total. Further, Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Section 304.11 states that no project may be disapproved for inconsistency with Planning Code Sections 320–325, provided that the annual office space limitation is not exceeded and that the Planning Commission considers the design of the particular office development project to confirm that it is consistent with the Commission’s findings contained in Resolution 14702. [7:  	San Francisco Planning Department, “Office Development Annual Limitation (Annual Limit) Program Update, November 14, 2014. Allocations in square feet of gross floor area, as defined in Planning Code Sec. 102.9 Available at: http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentID=9276; reviewed December 15 2014.]  [8:  	San Francisco Planning Department, “Letter RE: Property Transfers within the Alexandria Life Sciences & Technology District,” March 21, 2011. ] 



The South Plan indicates that the maximum height within the Plan Area is 160 feet. Within that height limit, OCII is authorized to establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setbacks, design and sign standards, and other criteria, as set forth in the Design for Development document (discussed below).


Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area


The Design for Development for Mission Bay South Project Area (South Design for Development) is the companion document to the South Plan. It contains design standards and design guidelines through establishment of height zones. Blocks 29-32 fall within Height Zone 5, which encompasses the area bounded by Mission Bay Boulevard to the north, Third Street to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. The proposed project would be generally consistent with the major development standards for Height Zone 5, including maximum tower height and developable area.  


As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, due to the unique nature of the event center component of the project, amendments to the Design for Development are required to bring the proposed project into compliance. To the extent that such amendments would lead to physical environment impacts related to a specific resource topic, such impacts are analyzed in this SEIR in that respective topical section in Chapter 5, such as Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Section 5.4, Air Quality, Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. As noted in the Introduction (Section 2.8), the proposed project meets the criteria of Senate Bill 743 for which aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects.


The proposed project would include amendment to the Design for Development that would define Arena, Arena Building, Arena Project, and the Blocks 29–32 Arena Overlay Zone (Overlay Zone), with associated design standards and guidelines. The discussion below describes the primary existing Design for Development standards and guidelines, and where applicable, proposed amendment to the standards to create the Blocks 29–32 Arena Overlay Zone that would be required to bring the proposed project into compliance with the Design for Development. 


Height


Height Zone 5 has a maximum base height of 90 feet and a maximum tower height of 160 feet, and commercial/industrial uses must be one of those two heights. Further, towers (buildings taller than 90 feet) are not permitted on Blocks 30 and 32. The proposed event center would exceed 90 feet in height, and therefore would not meet this requirement. The proposed amendment would allow an Arena Building not to exceed 135 feet in height within the Overlay Zone. The existing limitations on base height, midrise height, and tower height would not apply to the Arena Building.


Towers


A maximum of three towers are permitted with a maximum height and bulk within Height Zone 5; towers must be separated by at least 100 feet when located on the same block, and tower widths on Third Street cannot exceed 160 feet. In addition, no intersection can have more than two towers within 50 feet of the corner. 


To accommodate the proposed project, the Design for Development would be amended to allow an Arena Building in the Overlay Zone. The proposed amendment would allow an additional tower (for a maximum of four towers within Height Zone 5). The amendment would also clarify that tower separation requirements to accommodate the proposed distances between the towers and the Arena Building. The amendment would increase to three the number of towers allowed within 50 feet of the intersection of South Street and Third Street.


Bulk


Commercial/industrial buildings have a permitted maximum floor plate of 20,000 square feet, and a maximum length of 200 feet, for all floors above 90 feet. The proposed amendment would create a bulk allowance for the Arena Building.


Streetwalls and Setbacks


In Height Zone 5, a minimum of 70 percent of the block length frontage is required along Third and 16th Streets. A 5-foot setback is required along Third Street, and a 20-foot setback is required on 16th Street. Streetwalls must be at least 15 feet tall, and no more than 90 feet tall. The amendment would indicate that the minimum length, minimum height and maximum height streetwall standards shall not apply to the Arena Project, subject to findings by the OCII Commission that the Arena Project is, on balance, consistent with Overlay Zone Design Guidelines. The amendments would further state that 5-foot setback requirement on the east side of Third Street would not be applied to a tower at the northwest corner of Block 29 (not sure this is true anymore), and the Arena Building would be permitted to occupy a portion of the 20-foot required setback on the north side of 16th Street.


Other Amendment Provisions


Other proposed amendments to the South Design for Development may be required to accommodate final project design. Such amendments may include the following: 


i. Allowing parking within 600 feet of the Arena Project entrance to qualify as off-site parking for an Arena Project; (GSW confirming distance)


ii. Basing parking calculations within the Overlay Zone upon the total aggregate square footage by applicable structure rather than applied to any single tenant; (this may already be in the DforD – GSW to confirm what attorney wants to do)


iii. Minimum and maximum number of parking spaces for the Arena Building; and 


iv. Modifying the required loading requirements to accommodate the number and configuration of off-street loading spaces proposed by the project. 


See Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation for a discussion of the traffic and parking provisions. 


Regional Plans and Policies


The Plan Bay Area, which includes the region’s Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), is a collaboration led by the ABAG and the MTC, in partnership with the BAAQMD and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC). Plan Bay Area, adopted by ABAG and MTC in July 2013, is the region’s first integrated land use and transportation plan, combining elements of ABAG’s former Projections series of housing and employment growth forecasts and MTC’s former stand-alone Regional Transportation Plan. The Plan calls for concentrating housing and job growth around transit corridors, particularly within areas identified by local jurisdictions as Priority Development Areas (PDAs). Plan Bay Area also specifies strategies and investments to maintain, manage, and improve the region’s multi-modal transportation network and proposes transportation projects and programs to be implemented with reasonably anticipated revenue. The Plan will be updated every four years. The project site, like much of eastern San Francisco, is within a PDA, where growth is anticipated and planned for in proximity to transit (see also the discussion on Population and Housing, in Appendix NOP-IS, Initial Study, Section E.3). The proposed project would not conflict with any projects in the regional transportation plan. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with Plan Bay Area.


Other regional plans pertinent to the proposed project include:


· BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP)demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will reduce emissions and decrease ambient concentrations of harmful pollutants, achieve compliance with the state ozone standards, and reduce the transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. The proposed project includes appropriate transportation, energy, and sustainability measures to reduce automobile trips, energy usage, and associated emissions, and therefore, would not conflict with the 2010 CAP.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]The San Francisco RWQCB's Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (commonly referred to as the Basin Plan) guides water quality control planning in the San Francisco Bay Basin. It designates beneficial uses and water quality objectives for waters of the State, including surface waters and groundwater. It also includes implementation programs to achieve water quality objectives. As described further in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, as well as Section E.14 of the Initial Study, the proposed project would not result in substantial water quality effects; thus the project would not conflict with the Basin Plan. 


The project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any environmental plan or policy adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.
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Purpose of This SEIR


This Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) provides environmental review and analysis of the proposed multi-purpose event center and mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (proposed project). This chapter provides background information and an explanation of how this SEIR satisfies the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the governing legislation for this report. Details of the proposed project, including the project's location, objectives, and characteristics that form the basis of the SEIR environmental analysis, are presented in Chapter 3, Project Description.


The San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), as lead agency responsible for administering the environmental review for private projects in the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco, has determined that under CEQA, an environmental impact report (EIR) is required for the proposed project. CEQA requires the preparation of an EIR when a proposed project could result in significant, adverse effects on the physical environment. This SEIR has been prepared in compliance with CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines. It is an informational document for use by governmental agencies and the public to aid in the planning and decision-making process by disclosing the physical environmental effects of the project and identifying possible ways of reducing or avoiding its potentially significant impacts.


CEQA requires that before a decision can be made to approve a project that would pose potential adverse physical effects, an EIR must be prepared that fully describes the environmental effects of the project. The EIR is a public information document which identifies and evaluates potential environmental impacts of a project, recommends mitigation measures to lessen or eliminate significant adverse impacts, and examines feasible alternatives to the project. The information contained in the EIR must be reviewed and considered by the OCII and by any responsible agencies (as defined in CEQA) prior to a decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed project.


The state CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000 et seq.) help define the role and content of an EIR as follows:


· Informational Document. An EIR is an informational document that will inform public agency decision-makers and the public of the significant environmental effect(s) of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. The public agency shall consider the information in the EIR along with other information that may be presented to the agency (Section 15121[a]).


· Standards for Adequacy of an EIR. An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information that enables them to make an informed decision that takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure (Section 15151).


The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15382, define a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project….” Therefore, in identifying the significant impacts of the project, this SEIR describes the potential for the project to result in substantial physical effects within the area affected by the project and identifies mitigation measures that would avoid, reduce, or otherwise alleviate those effects. See Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Impact Overview, for further description of the approach to analyzing environmental impacts and identifying mitigation measures presented in this SEIR.


OCII, as the CEQA lead agency, has entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Planning Department's Environmental Planning Division to assist in the preparation of the SEIR for this project.


CEQA Environmental Review


The CEQA Guidelines Section 15160 provides for variations in EIRs so that environmental documentation can be tailored to different situations and intended uses, and these variations are not exclusive. As described below, this SEIR relies on several variations of EIRs, including a project EIR, a program EIR, a redevelopment plan EIR, a subsequent EIR, and a focused EIR. 


This SEIR is a project EIR that examines the environmental impacts of a specific development project, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15161. This project EIR is tiered from a previously certified program EIR in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for environmental review of subsequent activities under the same program. The proposed project — the event center and mixed use development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 — is a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. Environmental review of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan was completed in the program EIR, Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR),[footnoteRef:2] certified in September 1998. The Mission Bay FSEIR is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15180. The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area, including the program under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes development in Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program, and this SEIR evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed project relative to the program-level impact analysis in the certified Mission Bay FSEIR.  [2:  	City and County of San Francisco and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1998. Final Mission Bay Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. Planning Department File No. 96.771E, San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97, State Clearinghouse No. 97092068. Certified September 17, 1998. ] 



This SEIR is a subsequent EIR to the Mission Bay FSEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, which states that a subsequent EIR is required if the lead agency determines that the proposed project could result in any of the following conditions:


· Substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major revisions of the previous EIR, 


· Substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken, or


· New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known at the time of certification of the previous EIR, shows that the project could have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR, significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous EIR, mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects, or mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects.


OCII has determined that one or more of these conditions have been met for the proposed project, and that a subsequent EIR is therefore warranted.


Furthermore, this SEIR is a focused EIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1). An Initial Study on the proposed project was published on November 19, 2014 (see Appendix NOP of this SEIR), and it identifies which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis. Thus, this SEIR concentrates the environmental analysis on those topics identified in the Initial Study with the potential to have either new significant effects or substantially more severe significant impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR under the currently proposed project at Blocks 29-32. The remaining environmental topics, as documented in the Initial Study, were determined to have no new or more severe significant environmental effects than what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and these topics are not analyzed in this SEIR.


Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR


Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Environmental Review


On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).[footnoteRef:3] The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. This development program was never implemented. In 1996–1997, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, “North Plan” and “South Plan” or, collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel (also known as Mission Creek). [3:  	Planning Department Case No. 86.505E.] 



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


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



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



The Redevelopment Agency has prepared nine addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR (completed between 2000 and 2013) for specific developments within Mission Bay that required additional environmental review of specific issues beyond those that were covered in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These addenda are as follows:


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


In all of these cases, an addendum was sufficient to satisfy CEQA environmental review requirements. The proposed event center and mixed use development at Blocks 29-32 is the first development project under the adopted Plans in which conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR are met. This SEIR is the first project-level environmental impact report tiering from the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction


The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed Assembly Bill (AB) 1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies. (Together, AB 26 and AB 1484 are referred to as “Dissolution Law,” which is codified at California Health and Safety Code Sections 34161 – 34191.5). In response to the Dissolution Law, the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) became the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco. Pursuant to state and local legislation, OCII is governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure. 


On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties required under the Dissolution Law (see Chapter 3 for a discussion on project approvals). As the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project under the Successor Agency Legislation, OCII is the designated “lead agency” under CEQA for this SEIR.


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR


As described above, this SEIR is a subsequent EIR to the Mission Bay FSEIR certified in 1998, as supplemented by the nine addenda issued from 2000 to 2013. The Mission Bay FSEIR evaluated the potential environmental effects of the development of the Mission Bay plan area, approximately 303 acres in size and located near the eastern shoreline of San Francisco, generally south of Townsend Street, east of Seventh Street and Interstate 280, and north of Mariposa Street and straddling China Basin Channel. As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the combined North and South Plans (the Plans).


In general, the combined Plans as analyzed as the defined project description in the Mission Bay FSEIR consisted of the following: 1.5 million gross square feet of retail space; 43-acre new site for the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) containing 2.65 million gross square feet of instruction, research and support space, and a space to be donated for a public school; a mix of 5.56 million gross square feet of research and development, light manufacturing, and office space surrounding the UCSF site to the west, south, and east; a 500-room hotel between Third and Fourth Streets south of China Basin Channel; police and fire stations; off-street parking accessory to most uses; and about 47 acres of open space, including 8 acres within the UCSF site. Approximately 6,090 residential units would be located on the north and south sides of China Basin Channel. The Plans included expansion and/or improvement of infrastructure in the Plan area, including a revised transportation network, new east-west streets, extension of Owens Street north and east to connect to Third Street, realignment and extension of Fourth Street south to Mariposa; expansion of the high- and low-pressure water systems; expansion of the combined sewer system and creation of a separate stormwater-only system for the central part of Mission Bay South; realignment of railroad tracks accessing Pier 80; improvement of rail crossings; and a pedestrian bridge across China Basin Channel. As described below, the ultimately adopted Plans had a mix of land uses that was a combination of variants analyzed in the FSEIR and as a result varied to an extent from the original project description described in this paragraph.


The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Plans and identified a suite of mitigation measures for avoiding or reducing significant environmental impacts. A topic-by-topic summary of impacts and mitigation measures presented in the Mission Bay FSEIR is included under each respective environmental topic in this SEIR and associated Initial Study. (Appendix MIT of this SEIR lists all of the mitigation measures from the FSEIR and indicates those applicable to the proposed project.)


In addition to analyzing the impacts of the proposed Plans, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed six variants and one combination to the Plans. The variants were slight modifications to the Plans that were under consideration by the project sponsor and typically modified one limited area or aspect of the Plans. The variants analyzed in the FSEIR consisted of the following: Terry A. François Boulevard Variant; Esprit Commercial Industrial/Retail Variant; No Berry Street Crossing Variant; Modified No Berry Street Crossing Variant; Mission Bay North Retail Variant; and Castle Metals Block Commercial Industrial/Retail Variant. It also covered a combination of variants to the Plans (described below).


As required under CEQA, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified and analyzed alternatives that would reduce or avoid identified significant impacts of the Plans and meet most of the Plans objectives. The three alternatives analyzed included: No Project Alternative; Redevelopment North of Channel/Expected Growth South of Channel Alternative; and Residential/Open Space Alternative. The FSEIR determined that all of the alternatives would result in the same significant unavoidable adverse impacts identified for the Plans (i.e., traffic, vehicular air pollution emissions, potential combined toxic air contaminants, cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal, and cumulative water quality), but the severity of the impacts would be somewhat lessened although not to a less-than-significant level. The Residential/Open Space Alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Following certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR and as part of the approval process for the Mission Bay Plans, CEQA Findings were adopted by the City and County of San Francisco.[footnoteRef:8] The CEQA Findings describes the land use program that was ultimately adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission. The adopted Mission Bay Plan was developed from a combination of the proposed Plans as described in the Mission Bay FSEIR plus a combination of plan variants. Specifically, the adopted Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan was based on the plan description in the Mission Bay FSEIR, plus Variant 1 (Terry A. François Boulevard Variant/Expanded Bayshore Open Space Proposal), Variant 2 (Esprit Commercial Industrial/Retail Variant), Variant 3A (Modified No Berry Street Crossing Variant), and Variant 5 (Castle Metals Block Commercial Industrial/Retail Variant). The adopted plan was described in the Mission Bay FSEIR Chapter III, Project Description, and Section VII.G, Combination of Variants Currently under Consideration by the Project Sponsors. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the environmental effects of the combination of plan variants would be similar to those of the proposed plan, and consequently, would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant effects identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the proposed plan. [8:  	City and County of San Francisco, Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 854-98, October 30, 1998.] 



CEQA Process


Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15080 to 15097, the CEQA process has multiple phases, many of which require notification to and comments from the public. The main steps in this process are described below.


Previous Project Proposal for an Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330


On December 5, 2012, the San Francisco Planning Department issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR on an event center and mixed-use development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 (Case No. 2012.0178E) as proposed by GSW Arena LLC, the same project sponsor as for the currently proposed project in Mission Bay. The San Francisco Planning Department held a public scoping meeting on Tuesday, January 15, 2013 at the Delancy Street Foundation at 600 The Embarcadero, San Francisco on this project, and numerous comments were received. However, a Draft EIR was never issued on this project, and the project sponsor has withdrawn its application for the project on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The currently proposed project at Mission Bay Block 29-32 replaces this previous proposal. See Chapter 7, Section 7.5, for further description of this previous proposal.


Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping


On November 19, 2014, the OCII sent a NOP to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons interested in the proposed project to initiate the 30-day public scoping period for this SEIR, which ended on December 19, 2014 (see Appendix NOP-IS). The NOP notified and informed agencies and interested parties about the proposed project and the OCII’s decision to prepare an SEIR; it included a request for agencies and the public to comment on environmental issues that should be addressed in the SEIR. The NOP is included as Appendix NOP-IS of this SEIR. The OCII held a public scoping meeting on Tuesday, December 9, 2014 at the Mission Creek Senior Community, 225 Berry Street, San Francisco to receive oral comments on the scope of the SEIR. The comments received in response to the NOP during the public scoping period, both written and oral, are available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E. The OCII has considered all comments made by the public and agencies in preparing the Draft SEIR for the proposed project. See Section 2.5 below for a summary of the scoping comments received since publication of the NOP.


Draft SEIR Public Review


This Draft SEIR is being circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested organizations and individuals that may wish to review and comment on the document. CEQA Guidelines Sections 15086(c) and 15096(d) call for responsible agencies or other public agencies to provide comment on those project activities within an agency’s area of expertise or project activities that are required to be carried out or approved by the agency, and the agency should support those comments with either oral or written documentation. Publication of the Draft SEIR marks the beginning of a 45day public review period, during which time the OCII and San Francisco Planning Department will accept comments on the Draft SEIR. The public review period for the Draft SEIR on the Event Center and Mixed-use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 is from May 27, 2015 through July 13, 2015.


Copies of the Draft SEIR are available for public review at the following locations: (1) Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure, One South Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California; (2) San Francisco Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, Planning Information Counter, San Francisco, California; and (3) San Francisco Main Library, 100 Larkin Street, San Francisco, California. The EIR can also be accessed through the internet at the following web address: http://tinyurl.com/sfceqadocs.


All documents referenced in this Draft SEIR are available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 as part of case file number 2014.1441E; the documents can also be accessed at the following website: ____________________. The distribution list for the Draft EIR is also available for review at this location.


Comments on the Draft SEIR should be sent by mail to: Tiffany Bohee, OCII Executive Director, c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103. Written comments can also be sent by email to warriors@sfgov.org.


During the 45-day public review period for the Draft SEIR, the OCII will conduct a public hearing to receive oral comments on the Draft SEIR. The public hearing is scheduled to be held before the OCII Commission on June 30, 2015 at City Hall, Room 416, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, California beginning at 1 p.m. or later.


Responses to Comments Document and Final SEIR


Following the close of the public review period on the Draft SEIR, the OCII will prepare a Responses to Comments document. Written and oral comments received on the Draft SEIR will be addressed in the Responses to Comments document, which will be released for public review and circulated to all persons, organizations, and agencies submitting comments on the Draft SEIR. The Responses to Comments document together with the Draft SEIR constitute the Final SEIR. The OCII Commission will hold a public hearing to consider the adequacy of the Final SEIR in complying with the requirements of CEQA. If the OCII Commission finds that the Final SEIR complies with CEQA requirements, it will certify the Final SEIR.


The OCII must consider the certified Final SEIR before making a decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the project. CEQA requires the adoption of findings prior to approval of a project for which a certified EIR identifies significant environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15091 and 15092). If the SEIR identifies significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant levels, the findings must include a statement of overriding considerations for those impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093[b]). See Chapter 5, Section 5.1 for further description of impact significance determinations.


Public Participation


The CEQA Guidelines encourage public participation in the planning and environmental review processes. As part of the CEQA process, t OCII provides formal opportunities for the public to present comments and concerns regarding the planning and environmental review process as follows: (1) during the public scoping period after publication of the NOP and before publication of the Draft SEIR, (2) during the Draft SEIR public review period after publication of the Draft SEIR, and (3) at a public hearing before the OCII Commission after publication of the Final SEIR when the Commission is considering certification of the Final EIR. Written public comments may be submitted to the OCII directly, or on their behalf through the San Francisco Planning Department during the specified public review and comment periods, and both written and oral comments may be presented at public hearings held specifically for the proposed project. This CEQA public participation process is separate from any public participation or citizen advisory meetings conducted by the project sponsor or other Mission Bay activities.


Summary of Scoping Comments


Summaries of relevant comments received during the public scoping period are presented in Tables 2-1 and 2-2. Table 2-1 includes comments that are addressed within each chapter or section of the SEIR, as indicated in the first column of the table. Table 2-2 includes comments that are addressed in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).



Table 2-1
Summary of Scoping Comments addressed in the SEIR


			SEIR Section


			Comment





			Chapter 3, Project Description


			The Project Description should include explanation and/or descriptions of:


· Retail Gatehouse: Present additional design and programmatic information about the Gatehouse site element including the location of doors, vertical circulation elements, public restrooms (if any), solid vs. void elements, lighting and signage, as it will be located within the UCSF view easement.


· Parking: Describe parking in sufficient detail including comprehensive discussion regarding parking operations during events. Identify how many on-site parking spaces would be available to event patrons vs. to the users of the office and retail space. 


· Outdoor Events: Include information on daily/annual event dates and time schedule for outdoor events; decibel limits and monitoring; exterior lighting locations and light levels, audio/visual design including any exterior monitors/LED panels, and other environmental elements with potential to impact occupants of the UCSF campus, including sensitive receptors in nearby campus housing, medical facilities or operations.


· Exterior Lighting Plan: Discuss the project’s exterior site and building lighting plan, including illuminated exterior signage (i.e., LED) billboards, event panels and other light producing elements.


· Project Approvals: More explanation concerning the approvals sought should be provided in the SEIR. Clarify what specific amendments would be sought to the Mission Bay South Design for Development, and what modifications to Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan and Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan would be needed. Regarding modifications to the Mission Bay South Design for Development, the proposed project would seek: (1) a height increase for the Events Center to be located on Blocks 30 and 32, (2) a second 160-foot-tall tower on the site where only one 160-foot tower is allowed; (3) exceptions to the bulk limits and tower separation for many of the structures on the site; (4) exceptions to the required view corridor in the center of the project site, east of Campus Way; and (5) exceptions to parking and loading requirements.


· Project Approvals: The SEIR should state that approval is needed from the University of California to release the Warriors from a view easement located along the Campus Way axis, extending 100 feet into the site from Third Street, to enable the Warriors to develop within this view easement.


· Project Approvals: Explain the “Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB 900) application,” its purpose, practical application, its benefit to the project, and any consequences for member of the public, including UCSF. 





			Chapter 4, Plans and Policies


			· Identify City Ordinances that are superseded. SEIR should identify all planning ordinances since 1998 with which the project will not comply and explain the consequences of non-compliance so that the deficiencies in the project are clear.





			Section 5.1, Impact Overview


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Approach: Explain in detail the basis for this proposed approach, and to ensure the project SEIR fully discloses and analyzes all new or more severe significant environmental effects than those analyzed in the previous environmental documentation. 


· Cumulative: In Initial Study, the following plans were not discussed: Western SOMA Community Plan, Central Corridor Plan, Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan. Need to be incorporated in order to make sure the plan works not just for the people who will be coming into and out of the arena, but the people that surround the arena.


· Cumulative: Consider all residential and commercial projects in Environmental Planning's pipeline and planned to be in construction during time of the Warriors project. Daggett Place will have over 400 units, and proposed residential housing at the Corovan site and at 1601 Mariposa; in total over a 1,000 residential units.












			Table 2-1 (Continued)
Summary of Scoping Comments addressed in the SEIR





			SEIR Section


			Comment





			Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation


			The SEIR/ Traffic Impact Study should include:


· Vicinity, regional, and site plan and site circulation maps. 


· Project related trip generation, distribution, and assignment, with assumptions supported with appropriate documentation. 


· Average daily traffic, a.m. and p.m. peak hour volumes, and LOS on all roadway where impacts may occur for existing, existing plus project, cumulative, and cumulative plus project.


· Cumulative analysis should consider all existing plus future traffic generating developments.


· Identify project contribution to area traffic and degradation to existing/cumulative LOS.


· Include turning traffic per study intersection for all scenarios both during game and commute traffic periods.


· Event center should assume year round operation at full seat capacity during both game and commute traffic periods.


· Schematic illustration of traffic conditions including project site and area roadways, trip distribution percentages and volumes as well as intersection geometrics for all scenarios.


· Evaluation of project consistency with the General Plans Circulation Element and Congestion Management Agency's Congestion Management Plan (CMP).





			


			The Transportation Management Plan (TMP) component of the Project Description should address the following:


· TMP should be required as a condition of approval.


· TMP should include discussion about traffic management, traffic routing, use of PCOs, location of parking facilities, and parking operations management.


· Parking, traffic and transit assumptions used to develop TMP analyses.


· Specific measures to reduce traffic, planned traffic management of pre- and post-events, traffic routing, lane closures, use of Parking Control Officers (PCOs) and other measures to ensure project traffic and transit impacts will not affect operations at critical facilities, including UCSF.


· Identify when operational measures are triggered.


· Include locations and quantities of parking spaces needed to serve GSW project.


· Don't assume use of UCSF's parking facilities by the GSW project since there is no agreement. UCSF facilities should not be listed in TMP unless an agreement with UCSF is reached.


· TMP does not presently consider traffic flow of event patrons parked at locations other than the event center. The TMP should consider how traffic will be managed at other parking locations.


· TMP/SEIR should consider how traffic will be managed to facilitate traffic, transit, pedestrian and bicycle flow for adjacent and nearby uses that are not destined for the event center, including UCSF patients, visitors, employees and residents and other nearby residents and visitors to nearby uses.


· UCSF encourages smart parking management (e.g., patrons likely to arrive from north receive parking spaces to north of project site; patrons likely to arrive from south receive parking spaces to south of project site).


· TMP should identify mechanisms for monitoring traffic impacts to surrounding streets and impacts to UCSF campus, including impacts to private vehicles, transit, emergency vehicles, UCSF shuttles, pedestrians and bicyclists.





			Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			· Any modifications to the TMP should require a public process for stakeholders, including UCSF, to comment.


· Measures contained in the TMP that are relied upon as mitigation for the project's impacts must be binding and enforceable.


· Any road closures to vehicle or pedestrian traffic must have provisions to allow residents of the Madrone and Radiance communities (on Mission Bay Boulevard North) to get in and out of the general area.


· The easement area between the Madrone building and Radiance building, into which Bridgeview [Way] runs must have traffic management control in place to close off vehicle and pedestrian traffic except to residents of these two communities.


· Bridgeview [Way] north of the arena must be closed off to all foot traffic and enforced to avoid late night noise problems.


· PCOs supporting the Giants games are ineffective on Third Street currently, so hearing that PCO are a big part of the solution to the traffic issues on Third Street is not encouraging. PCOs need to be qualified and aggressively control vehicle and foot traffic with ability to change lights when necessary.


· Need more details on new shuttles from Van Ness, Ferry Building and 16th Street (how big and will they be of a sufficient number/size to make a difference?). Who is paying for the shuttles, MUNI, tax payers, Warriors fans, or Warriors?


· Mission Bay Master Plan has no provision for resident parking stickers. Residents living on Mission Bay Boulevard North need an exception on resident parking stickers.


· Warriors plan does not address the needs of the people living in the area to get in and out; people living in the area will be trapped, as they are when the Giants have a ball game.





			


			The SEIR should use the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and analyze:


· SEIR should include parking, traffic and transit assumptions used to develop TMP and SEIR analyses.


· SEIR should include the traffic, parking and transit assumptions used to develop the TMP and SEIR analyses, and include specifics about measures to reduce traffic, planned traffic management of pre- and post-events, traffic routing, lane closures, use of Parking Control Officers (PCOs) and other measures to ensure project traffic and transit impacts will not affect operations at critical facilities, including UCSF.


· TMP and SEIR should identify when operational measures are triggered.


· SEIR should analyze whether measures in the TMP would be effective in reducing vehicle trips, managing traffic and circulation impacts, whether modifications to the TMP should be made, or whether the project should be modified to eliminate or minimize significant impacts.


· SEIR should analyze the effect of any TMP-proposed lane closures on vehicle, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation.


· SEIR should evaluate effectives of the TMP; identify what significance standard applies in evaluating the effectiveness of the TMP and in determining whether mitigation measures are needed.





			


			The SEIR analysis should include:


· Construction Impacts on State Highway System: Include impacts from construction traffic on state highway system.


· Construction Effects on Transportation: Removal of 350,000 cubic yards of soil from the site will add approximately 10,000 – 20,000 heavy truck trips to the neighboring streets, depending on the capacity of the dump trucks used for hauling. The traffic and safety impacts of these trips should be analyzed in SEIR.





			Section 5.2 Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			The SEIR analysis should include:


· Construction Assumptions: Construction-related assumptions should be based on conservative assumptions that disclose impacts, including for road closures, staging, construction employee parking, etc. on surrounding streets.


· Cumulative Construction: Construction associated with electrification of Caltrain and construction of new commercial space will impact traffic well past the targeted Warriors opening date.


· Identify what Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures are proposed to reduce vehicular travel in the area.


· TDM measures should be required as mitigation measures and as conditions of approval.


· Secondary impacts to pedestrian and bicyclists from any traffic impact mitigation measures should be analyzed.


· Parking, Traffic and Transit Assumptions: Include parking, traffic and transit assumptions used to develop traffic analyses.


· Project Traffic at Off-site Parking Locations: TMP does not consider traffic flow of event patrons parked at located other than at the event center. SEIR should consider how traffic will be managed at other parking locations.


· Non-Project Traffic/Transit/Pedestrian/Bicycle Flow: Consider how traffic will be managed to facilitate traffic, transit, pedestrian and bicycle flow for adjacent and nearby uses that are not destined for the event center, including UCSF patients, visitors, employees and residents and other nearby residents and visitors to nearby uses.


· Transportation/Circulation Impacts to FibroGen [409 and 499 Illinois Street]: Disclose transportation and circulation impacts to FibroGen, given the primary GSW access for cars and trucks is via 16th Street, as is FibroGen's main artery for access to its own parking garage.


· Project Impacts to Public Transit: Disclose impacts to public transit, given currently constrained nature, and consider any existing and future system constraints.


· Avoid 16th Street. UCSF encourages east/westbound event traffic to be routed to the south of the UCSF Mission Bay campus site to the extent possible – i.e., onto Mariposa Street, rather than onto 16th Street which bisects the UCSF Mission Bay campus site and which will have a reduced vehicular capacity given the planned public transit-only lanes on 16th Street in the future. Avoid 16th Street during the 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. peak period when UCSF employees are leaving the site and an employee shift change occurs at the hospitals.


· Off-Peak Period Traffic: Given the atypical characteristics of the proposed project, whereby a large number of vehicles is expected to arrive/leave the area in a relatively short amount of time, and the greatest amount of traffic generated by the Event Center is likely to occur outside of the 4 p.m. to 6 p.m. period, clearly identify the peak periods and what significance standard is appropriate to apply in this situation to determine the significance of traffic impacts.


· Cumulative Impacts at MB South Intersections UCSF’s recently certified 2014 LRDP FEIR identified potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impacts at several key intersections in the Mission Bay South Area that could result from events at the Warriors’ Event Center. These impacts should be further analyzed in the SEIR.





			


			The SEIR cumulative analysis of UCSF/Mission Rock Project/AT&T events/Warriors project should include:


· Identify the basis for assumptions regarding the frequency and times of day of dual events (i.e., events at Warriors’ Event Center concurrent with events at AT&T Park).


· Disclose cumulative impacts of use of UCSF hospital or other facilities when either or both Giants/Warriors games or other events occur at the same time.





			Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			· Consider traffic volume increases associated with the Mission Rock project and future closure of Terry François Boulevard (when it is reconfigured when Mission Rock project is completed.


· There will be increase in GSW project traffic on Mission Bay Blvd North with future closure of Terry François Boulevard when it is reconfigured when the Mission Rock project is completed.





			


			The SEIR analysis should include:


· Taxi/Valet Exiting Plan. Provide comprehensive pedestrian exiting plan illustrating how taxi and valet parking along Terry François Blvd. will be accessed and announced. The elevator cores near the corners of South St. and Terry François Blvd. are not easily visible from the sidewalk. Unclear access to and from taxi and valet parking areas may result in patrons finding other locations to find taxis which may cause pedestrian flows through UCSF campus.


· Quantitative Pedestrian Flow/Circulation Modeling: Conduct quantitative pedestrian flow/circulation modeling to validate the required size and location of pedestrian routes approaching and within the site to ensure that pedestrians will not spill over sidewalks into roadways and/or the UCSF campus, impacting campus operations, vehicular access or otherwise.


· Pedestrian Barrier on 3rd Street. Request a pedestrian barrier along 3rd street within the central median be studied to mitigate pedestrian jay-walking across 3rd street onto the UCSF Mission Bay campus site.


· Bicycle Facilities: Evaluate whether the event center will provide adequate bicycle facilities to promote access by bike, including wayfinding signage, valet service, bikeshare, and promotion of the Bay Trail for arena access.


· Bicycle Parking Requirements: Current Planning Code for arena calls for bicycle parking spaces for 5% of venue capacity, of which 75% must be attended. If bicycle mode share assumptions are changed to 5-6%, which is plausible, there will be insufficient parking available under the terms of the 1998 FSEIR. The GSW design at Mission Bay should comply with current code by providing parking comparable to the earlier Piers 30-32 design.


· Bicycle Parking and Pedestrian Improvements: Project should be encouraged to mitigate any transportation impacts through bicycle and pedestrian improvements and infrastructure, including new crosswalks, wider sidewalks, special signals, bike lanes or paths with color treatment or protection, signal synchronization and priority for users other than motorists, and on-site bicycle parking commensurate with expected bicycle mode share. SEIR should study project variants that consider a robust bicycle transportation plan in line with the City's own mode share goals.


· Central Subway and Caltrain Electrification: SEIR will assume completion of the Central Subway and Caltrain electrification by the time the Warriors’ proposed project is completed in 2018. This may be a faulty assumption, as the Central Subway is not scheduled for completion until 2019, and Caltrain Electrification is not scheduled to be completed until late 2020 at the earliest. Therefore, the potential impacts of the proposed project before these improvements are in place needs to be analyzed.


· Travel Demand Assumptions: For the estimates of travel demand of Warriors games, data from Oracle Arena should not be used exclusively. Oracle Arena is located a distance from major employment centers, is accessed via a congested freeway, and has limited on-site pre-game dining options. Conversely, the proposed project is located adjacent to downtown San Francisco and will be providing thousands of square feet of new restaurant space. As such, it is likely that game patrons traveling to the project will arrive several hours prior to events and thus will overlap with the evening peak commute hours. Additional data from similar urban arenas (such as Staples Center in Los Angeles) should be reviewed.





			Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			The SEIR analysis should include:


· Travel Demand Assumptions: Given the proliferation of Uber and other so-called “ride-sharing” services, these modes of travel need to be accounted for in the trip generation and the site planning.


· Mode Share: GSW indicate mode share will be 35% transit, 55% auto, 2% bike, 4% walk and 4% taxi/shuttle/etc., derived from Giants and Kings, however, Kings arena is located well outside downtown, and Giants ballpark seats more than twice and operates at different times in different seasons. Provide evidence for assumptions. Consider split data from SFMTA 2011 mode share survey for Zone 1 (5% bike mode share). 


· Mode Share: When Giants came, they said it was going to be a commuter-only park, with no parking - we all know what happened. So, recommend setting a lower goal on parking load (e.g., reduce from 55% to 25%) because you are going to go over it no matter what you do.


· Bicycle Mode Share: The TMP assumes a 2% bicycle mode share for the GSW 2018 opening, despite Mission Bay's 5% bicycle mode share and City goals for 8% bicycle mode share by 2018 and 20% by 2020. SEIR should resolve the TDM mode share assumptions with existing data for the City and neighborhood and the City's goals for growing bicycle mode share by 2020.


· Bicycle Mode Share: To account for more accurate mode share, rely on the Waterfront Transportation Assessment (WTA). WTA Phase 2 (SOMA/Mission Bay/Central Waterfront Transportation Needs and Solutions Analysis) should be used to determine real transportation impacts across all modes to achieve more realistic bicycle mode share. WTA estimates a 30% increase in total trips in Mission Bay, 20% of which are predicted to be by bike.


· Caltrain Station: Recognize importance of Caltrain Station at 22nd Street. Trip from this station to the arena is roughly as long as trip from Montgomery BART to Giants ballpark.


· Traffic Analysis to Account for UCSF Peak Evening Shifts. The analysis should consider the number of UCSF employees leaving/arriving from the UCSF campus, especially the employee shift change at the UCSF hospitals which would be coincident with Event Center patron arrivals for peak (evening) events.


· Traffic Pinch Points in Mission Bay: Mission Bay has limited street capacity, with certain pinch points at the I-280 on/off ramps, the 16th Street / 7th Street intersection at the Caltrain crossing, and the Fourth Street and Third Street bridges. Interventions at these pinch points are critical to facilitating traffic flow in and out of Mission Bay.


· Traffic Pinch Points: I-280/Mariposa interchange already challenging; addition of traffic from UCSF, and an additional traffic light between I-280 and 3rd Street will make this additionally difficult.


· Impacts on I-80/I-280: Concerned about impacts on I-80 and I-280 on-ramp and off-ramp locations; suggest updated counts at on- and off-ramp locations, including special event data counts.


· Project Impact on Emergency Vehicle Access/Response: Evaluate the extent to which patients in private vehicles and public transit to the UCSF Mission Bay campus site may be delayed or otherwise encounter difficulties reaching the hospital or emergency room due to Event Center traffic congestion on roadways, or queues on the I-280 off-ramp to Mariposa Street. Evaluate the extent to which emergency vehicles may be delayed reaching the hospital emergency room. Mitigation measures and/or improvement measures should be identified.


· Project Impact on Emergency Vehicle Access/Response: The SEIR should evaluate the potential impacts on emergency response in the area, particularly given the project’s proposal to close a portion of Third Street to through traffic after events, and given vehicular queues and traffic congestion that are likely to occur both before and after events. Even with parking control officers to direct traffic, UCSF is concerned that traffic 





			Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			The SEIR analysis should include:


congestion may inhibit the movement of emergency vehicles needing to access the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room, due to vehicular queues on streets as well as queues on the I-280 off-ramp to Mariposa Street. In addition, patients who need to each the hospital or emergency room may be in private vehicles, which would not have the benefit of sirens/lights to facilitate their movement through congested traffic. For these reasons, the potential for delay to hospital/emergency room access needs to be considered, as access must be unimpeded 24/7.


· Event Center Light Impact on Operation of UCSF Helipad: Outdoor animated lighting, strobe lighting, or Hollywood-style search lights during special events, should be discussed and impacts on adjacent land uses analyzed, including potential impacts on operations of the new helipad located atop the Medical Center at Mission Bay. 


· Construction Effects on UCSF Helicopter Use. Analyze the potential for construction cranes to interfere with air medical access to the UCSF hospital helipad. Construction cranes for the proposed Warriors’ project would be in or in close proximity to the UCSF helicopter flight paths as the UCSF hospital and helipad will be operational in February 2015.


· Ferry Terminal: Addition of a new ferry terminal to support the event center worth considering; would relieve vehicular traffic and crowded MUNI system.


· UCSF Parking Facilities: Do not assume use of UCSF's parking facilities by the GSW project since there is no agreement.


· Parking Demand: Identify the parking demand resulting from the proposed project, particularly during events, and whether parking demand would be met by on- and off-site parking facilities.


· On-Site Parking Supply: Lack of on-site parking will create the circulation of several thousand private vehicles with no place to park.


· On-Site Parking Management/Use: Use smart parking management (patrons likely to arrive from north receive parking spaces to north of project site; patrons likely to arrive from south receive parking spaces to south of project site).


· On-Site Parking Management/Use: Identify how many on-site parking spaces would be available to event patrons vs. to the users of the office and retail space.


· Parking Supply/Demand Assessment: CEQA does not foreclose a detailed parking supply/demand study for planning and informational purposes, as well as analysis of queuing for parking spaces. EIR should include a parking supply/demand assessment and disclose any parking shortfalls, review area-wide parking conditions, the effects of vehicles circling looking for parking, and queues at all designed event parking facilities.





			


			The SEIR mitigation measures should include:


· Project's fair share contribution, financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should be fully disclosed for all proposed mitigation measures.


· Required roadway improvements should be completed prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy.


· Consider mitigation measures to reduce project impacts on I-80 and I-280.


· Describe any pedestrian and bicycle mitigation measures and safety countermeasures needed to maintain and improve access to transit facilities and reducing vehicle trips and traffic impacts on State Highways.


· Contraflow Lane Mitigation: Should traffic congestion warrant, the analysis should consider contraflow lanes as mitigation or improvement measures. One possibility is the coning of westbound Mariposa Street to temporarily enable three lanes westbound, rather than two lanes, to facilitate traffic flow onto I-280. This should be considered along with possible interventions on the I-280 onramp to facilitate traffic flow.





			Section 5.3, Noise 


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· General: The SEIR should identify noise mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant noise impacts, including impacts on sensitive receptors at UCSF’s residential and medical facilities.


· Outdoor Event Noise: Analyze impacts from amplified sound equipment to be used for outdoor events in the main plaza nearby facilities. The SEIR should include information on outdoor events, including decibel limits and monitoring, audio/visual design with potential to impact occupants of the UCSF campus, including sensitive receptors in nearby campus housing, medical facilities or operations. Include mitigation measures designed to prevent any potentially significant noise impacts.


· Event Center Noise: Analyze the potential for noise leakage from the Event Center structure, particularly during concerts, and associated impacts on adjoining land uses.


· Operational Traffic and Emergency Generator Noise Effects on FibroGen: FibroGen should be treated as sensitive noise receptor; SEIR should disclose noise impacts from traffic and circulation from GSW patrons, employees and deliveries; and diesel generators (in event of power outage).


· Construction Noise and Vibration Effects on FibroGen: FibroGen operations, sensitive instrumentation, laboratories, and chemicals are highly sensitive to noise and vibration. Project should be conditioned so that pile driving is prohibited and driller augers are instead required; and SEIR should analyze noise and vibration impacts of drilled augers.


· Cumulative Construction Noise: UCSF’s recently certified 2014 LRDP FEIR identified a potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative noise impact from concurrent UCSF/Warriors’ construction projects. This should be further analyzed in the Draft EIR.





			Section 5.4, Air Quality


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Air Pollutant Exposure: Neighborhoods adjacent to freeways (as indicated in BAAQMD and SFDPH maps), through which project traffic will travel, will experience exacerbated levels of particulate matter and other pollutants, worsening an already dangerous health situation. City will be reducing capacity further on many streets; lines of congestion will stretch further; dispersing particulates through residential and work areas. This must be studied, quantified, and an abatement plan discussed.


· Construction Air Quality Effects on FibroGen: FibroGen has had to significantly increase the frequency with which it changes its air filters, and has experienced significant amounts of dust and dirt on its windows and walls throughout the UCSF hospital construction. GSW project to be even more impactful to FibroGen. SEIR should conservatively analyze construction air quality impacts.


· Operational Air Quality Effects on FibroGen: Analyze traffic-related air quality effects on FibroGen.


· Cumulative Construction Air Quality Effects: UCSF’s recently certified 2014 LRDP FEIR identified potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative air quality impacts from concurrent construction projects and concurrent operations of the UCSF Mission Bay campus site and the Warriors’ Event Center. These impacts should be further analyzed in the Draft EIR.





			Section 5.6, Wind and Shadow


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Wind and shadow impacts on UCSF facilities should be analyzed, particularly in areas heavily used by pedestrians, such as Gene Friend Way near Third, and the 16th/4th Streets campus gateway.


· Proposed height increase exceptions, if granted, would have impacts on wind and shadows.





			Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Impact on Mariposa Pump Station: The UCSF 2014 LRDP FEIR identified an issue with the Mariposa Pump Station that has yet to be resolved with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission staff (see UCSF 2015 LRDP EIR, pp. 7-98 through 7-100 and pg. 10-15). The proposed Warriors’ project may contribute to a cumulative impact and this should be analyzed in the SEIR.


· Operational Impacts to Other Utilities: Analyze operational impacts to public infrastructure within streets right-of-way.


· Construction Impacts to Other Utilities: Analyze construction impacts to public infrastructure within streets right-of-way.





			Section 5.8, Public Services


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Security/Crowd Management/Quality of Life Issues: The SEIR should discuss the project’s plan for crowd management, nighttime hours of operation, and provisions for sufficient on-site and off-site security and maintenance personnel, public restrooms and trash receptacles.


· Security/Crowd Management/Quality of Life Issues: The SEIR should discuss project impacts to law enforcement service ratios/response times; assess fan violence, proliferation of alcohol-related uses, riots; and solid waste management.


· Public Intoxication: Consideration must be given to control unorderly behavior, such as intoxication and public urination (e.g., Giants fans using China Basin Channel (also known as Mission Creek) for restroom.


· Litter: Consideration must be given to the handling of event related materials that can be littered around the area (not just adjacent streets)


· Graffiti: Project may result in increases in graffiti/damage in area buildings.


· Evacuation Plan for Emergency Response. SEIR should discuss evacuation plan for emergency response, including law enforcement, and make that plan an enforceable mitigation measure. 


· Construction Effects on Public Services. Evaluate construction effects on law enforcement, fire, emergency services and solid waste (displacement of vermin, handling of construction materials).





			Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Project Trash Impact to Stormwater Quality: The SEIR should identify mitigation, such as additional trash receptacles and post-event trash pick-up radius exterior to the Warriors property line sufficient to avoid impacts on the water quality of the storm drain system.





			Chapter 7, Alternatives


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Modified Site Plan: Evaluate alternatives that incorporate potential design changes that may be necessary to address significant traffic and circulation impacts (e.g., a reconfigured site plan that provides additional vehicular access s on Third Street and Terry A. François Blvd; additional modifications to freeway access; and modifications to existing public transportation to alleviate traffic concerns).












Table 2-2
Summary of Scoping Comments addressed in the INITIAL STUDY


			Initial Study Section


			Comment





			Section E.1, Land Use


			The EIR should include an analysis of: 


· Potential land use impacts should be included in the Draft SEIR, as the proposed Event Center would require a secondary use finding, multiple amendments to the applicable Design for Development and other variances.


· Given GSW project's significant scope and sensitivity of FibroGen use and operations, combined with other uses in the vicinity that have been constructed, disclose any potential land use incompatibilities with surrounding land uses. 





			Section E.2, Aesthetics


			The EIR should include an analysis of: 


· Increased Height/Massing Visual Impact: The numerous modifications proposed to the Mission Bay South Design for Development standards which would increase the height limit, the number of allowed towers on the site, increase building bulk beyond current limits, and eliminate a view corridor, warrants the analysis of aesthetic and view corridor impacts resulting from the proposed project, at least for the purpose of providing information to the public and decision makers.


· Exterior Lighting Impacts: Given the proximity of the proposed entertainment venue to sensitive receptors (i.e., UCSF hospital and residents), information about nighttime lighting at the Event Center, including the potential for outdoor animated lighting, strobe lighting, or Hollywood-style search lights during special events, should be discussed and impacts on adjacent land uses analyzed, including potential impacts on operations of the new helipad located atop the Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· Plaza and Retail Visual Impact: Visual impact of the Third Street Plaza and associated retail space being elevated above Third Street, 16th Street and South Street, rather than at street level where activation of the street is encouraged, and the expanse of blank parking garage walls fronting those streets.


· Retail Gatehouse Visual Impact: Retail Gatehouse is located in UCSF view easement and will have a visual impact.


· Construction Nighttime Lighting Effects: Construction-period nighttime lighting and impacts on adjacent land uses should be analyzed, and mitigation measures imposed as appropriate.





			Section E.3, Population and Housing


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Construction Employment Data: Construction job data presented in Initial Study probably dates back from the end of 2013; construction has gone up greatly over the last year; need to make sure outdated data is not used.





			Section E.4, Cultural and Paleontological Resources


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Mitigation for Cultural Resources: Contact appropriate regional archaeological Information Center. If archaeological inventory survey is required, prepare report detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey. Contact NAHC for a Sacred Lands File Check, and a list of appropriate Native American contacts for consultation concerning the project site and to assist in mitigation measures. Include in mitigation plan provisions for identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered archaeological resources, per CEQA Section 16064.5(f). Include in mitigation plan provisions for disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated, which are addressed in PRC 5097.98, in consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans. Include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in mitigation plan (see Health and Safety Code 7050.5, PRC 5097.98, and CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(e)).





			Section E.10, Recreation


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Project Increase in Use of Bayfront Park. Initial Study indicated there would not be any substantial increase in the use of existing parks and recreational facilities and would not lead to physical deterioration of existing recreational resources. However, plan for Bayfront Park never contemplated having 20,000 additional people coming into the neighborhood to use these parks.









Table 2-2 (Continued)
Summary of Scoping Comments addressed in the INITIAL STUDY


			Initial Study Section


			Comment





			Section E.11, Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste only)


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Solid Waste. There is a significant increase in solid waste handling as a result of the Giants; the burden of cleanup ends up on Mission Bay and not the City's general fund. Analysis of Warriors project should reflect the increase burden on Mission Bay community from increased solid waste.





			Section E.15, Hydrology and Water Quality


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Groundwater: Site is too wet; will not be able to successfully build underground parking.





			Section E.16, Hazards and Hazardous Materials


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Cumulative Construction-Related Hazardous Materials Impacts: Concerned about hazardous waste releases from all the cumulative construction that will be going on in the project area (within a 3 to 4 block radius) at the same time as the Warriors project.











Assembly Bill 900


The Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act (Assembly Bill 900 or AB 900)[footnoteRef:9] provides streamlining benefits under CEQA for privately-financed “environmental leadership development projects” located on an infill site that have been determined to generate thousands of full-time jobs and include state-of-the-art pollution reductions. Under this act, the lead agency must certify an EIR for an environmental leadership development project (leadership project) by January 1, 2016, as extended under Senate Bill (SB) 743, discussed below.  [9: 	California Public Resources Code 21178 et. seq.] 



The project sponsor (GSW Arena LLC, an affiliate of the Golden State Warriors LLC) applied to the governor of California for certification of the proposed project as a leadership project under AB 900, and the application was subject to public review from March 2, 2015 through April 1, 2015. Governor Jerry Brown certified the proposed project as a leadership project on _______________________. Certification indicates that the proposed project meets or will meet the requirements of a leadership project, which involves achieving all of the following conditions: (1) the project would result in a minimum investment of $100 million dollars in California upon completion of construction; (2) the project would create high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and help reduce unemployment; (3) the project would not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air Resources Board; (4) the project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation measures required pursuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the lead agency or another agency designated by the lead agency, and in the case of environmental mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will be monitored and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation; (5) the project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council; and (6) the project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project. 


The governor’s guidelines for streamlining judicial review under this act also require the following: the project is residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational in nature; the project upon completion will qualify for LEED Silver Certification at a minimum; the project will achieve at least 10 percent greater transportation efficiency than comparable projects; the project is located on an infill site in an urbanized area; and the project’s Draft EIR must be circulated for public review after the governor certifies the project for CEQA streamlining.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  	The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, California Jobs, Governor’s Guidelines for Streamlining Judicial Review Under the California Environmental Quality Act, available online at http://opr.ca.gov/s_californiajobs.php, accessed January 6, 2015.] 



The OCII has prepared an administrative record for the proposed project and associated CEQA review process in accordance with this act. All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record have been posted on, and are downloadable from, the following web site _________________, commencing with the date of the release of the Draft SEIR. The administrative record includes the Draft SEIR and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, the lead agency in the preparation of the Draft SEIR. In addition, a document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the release of the Draft SEIR that is a part of the record of the proceedings will be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within the timeframes specified by this act. The OCII encourages that written comments on the project be submitted in a readily accessible electronic format, so that it can make any comment available to the public within five days of its receipt.


Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21187, within 10 days of the Governor certifying the environmental leadership development project, the OCII issued a public notice on ___________, 2015 stating that the applicant has elected to proceed under Chapter 6.5 (commencing with Section 21178) of the Public Resources Code, which provides, among other things, that any judicial action challenging the certification of the EIR or the approval of the project described in the EIR is subject to the procedures set forth in Section 21185 to 21186, inclusive, of the Public Resources Code. 


AB 900, as modified by SB 743 described below, requires that trial-court CEQA challenges to such projects are subject to completion within 270 days of certification of the administrative record. This creates an accelerated timeframe for CEQA litigation. It applies to projects that have a certified EIR and are certified by the Governor as “environmental leadership development projects” by January 1, 2016. SB 743 extends the effectiveness of AB 900 until January 1, 2017.


Senate Bill 743


On September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed SB 743 (Chapter 386 of the 2013 California Legislation Session), which became effective on January 1, 2014.[footnoteRef:11] Among other provisions, SB 743 amends the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for urban infill projects and modifies AB 900 as discussed above. [11: 	SB 743 can be found on-line at: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743.] 



Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, “aesthetics and parking impacts of a residential, mixed- use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.”[footnoteRef:12] Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three criteria:[footnoteRef:13] [12: 	A “transit priority area” is defined in as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. ]  [13:  	See Public Resources Code Section 21099(d).] 



a) The project is in a transit priority area; and 


b) The project is on an infill site; and


c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.


The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: the project is located in proximity to several transit routes, including SFMTA Muni Metro stops; the project is located on an infill site that has previously been developed with industrial and commercial uses, is surrounded by areas of either recently completed or planned urban development, and is zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ratio (FAR) greater than 0.75; and the project would be an employment center supporting a range of commercial uses.[footnoteRef:14] Thus, this SEIR does not consider either aesthetics or the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. [14: 	San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-Oriented Infill Project Criteria Checklist: Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, November 10, 2014. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



Public Resources Code Section 21099(d) states that a Lead Agency maintains the authority to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers and that aesthetics impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources. As such, there will be no change in the standard protocol used by OCII related to design and historic review for this project. The applicable urban design standards and guidelines governing the project site and proposed project — which are contained in the Mission Bay South Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan — would apply to the proposed project. Furthermore, the project would be subject to all applicable design review approvals under the South OPA, including Major Phase approval for Blocks 29-32 and Schematic Designs for each building and private open spaces. The design review process would consider relevant design and aesthetic issues. Project impacts on historical and cultural resources are addressed in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


The OCII recognizes that the public and decision makers nonetheless may be interested in information pertaining to the aesthetic and parking effects of a proposed project and may desire that such information be provided as part of the environmental review process. Therefore, Chapter 3, Project Description, includes graphic depictions of the project. However, this information is provided solely for informational purposes and is not used to determine the significance of the environmental impacts of the project, pursuant to SB 743. Similarly, Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the transportation analysis.


[bookmark: _Toc165175545]Contents and Organization of the EIR


This SEIR describes the proposed project and required approvals, analyzes potential environmental impacts of the proposed project and a project variant, identifies mitigation measures where those impacts are significant, identifies cumulative adverse impacts to which the proposed project could make a substantial contribution, and evaluates alternatives to the project that could avoid or reduce significant impacts while still meeting most of the project’s objectives. 


This SEIR is organized as follows:


· Chapter 1, Summary. This chapter summarizes the contents of the entire SEIR by presenting a concise overview of the project description and providing in a tabular format a summary of the environmental impacts that would result from the project, mitigation measures identified to reduce or avoid significant impacts. It also briefly describes the project variant and its impacts, and the alternatives to the proposed project.


· Chapter 2, Introduction. This chapter describes the environmental review process, the previous environmental review of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plans, the public and agency comments received on the scope of the SEIR, and the organization of the SEIR.


· Chapter 3, Project Description. This chapter discusses the project’s background, objectives, and location; describes the physical characteristics of the project, including both the construction and operational phases; and identifies required project approvals.


· Chapter 4, Plans and Policies. This chapter provides a summary of the applicable plans, policies, and regulations of the CCSF, regional, state, and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the project site, and discusses the proposed project’s consistency with those plans, policies, and regulations.


· Chapter 5, Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This chapter describes the project’s existing setting and environmental impacts with respect to transportation and circulation, noise and vibration, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, wind and shadow, utilities and service systems, public services, and hydrology and water quality. Each environmental topic is discussed in a separate section within this chapter, and each section identifies the thresholds of significance used to assess the severity of the impacts. Within each section, there is a summary of the relevant sections of the Mission Bay FSEIR, descriptions of the setting and regulatory framework, and impact analyses of both project-specific and cumulative impacts of the proposed project and a determination of the significance of each impact. For impacts determined to be significant, mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid those impacts are presented.


· Chapter 6, Other CEQA Issues. This chapter addresses any growth-inducing impacts that would result from the proposed project, the significant environmental effects of the project that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, and areas of known controversy.


· Chapter 7, Alternatives. This chapter presents and evaluates alternatives to the proposed project that could feasibly attain most of the project’s objectives as well as reduce identified significant adverse impacts of the project. It also identifies the environmentally superior alternative and describes other alternatives that were considered but rejected.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Chapter 8, Report Preparers. This chapter identifies the SEIR authors and consultants; project sponsor and consultants; and agencies and persons consulted.


· Appendices. The appendices include the Notice of Preparation, the complete Initial Study, and supporting technical information for the SEIR.
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[bookmark: _Toc410042691]Project Overview


GSW Arena LLC (GSW), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC, which owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (see Figure 3-1 for aerial photograph and Figure 3-2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). 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. Francois Boulevard on the east. The proposed event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. 


Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see Background, below). No amendment to the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan would be required, although the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to other documents (see Intended Uses of this EIR and Approvals Required, below). 


This Project Description is organized as follows: Section 3.2 presents the project objectives; Section 3.3 provides background information, including the development context for Mission Bay; Section 3.4 describes characteristics of the existing project site and vicinity; Section 3.5 provides a brief history of the Golden State Warriors and describes their existing operations and facilities; Section 3.6 present project characteristics, including a description of the proposed development plans at the project site, discussion of the proposed project operations and employment, and description of project construction details; Section 3.7 presents a number of graphic exhibits that have been prepared for the proposed development, and Section 3.8 describes the intended uses of this Subsequent EIR (SEIR) and lists the required approvals for the project.



INSERT FIGURE 3-1
Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay






INSERT FIGURE 3-2
Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay
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[bookmark: _Toc410042692]Project Objectives


The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII, formerly the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency) and FOCIL-MB, LLC (formerly Catellus Development Corporation) are the co-sponsors of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan. The primary objectives of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan project sponsors as presented in the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 1998, were:[footnoteRef:2] [2:  	The land use program in the adopted Mission Bay plan was developed from the proposed plan plus a combination of plan variants described and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the environmental effects of the combination of plan variants would be similar to those of the proposed plan, and consequently, would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant effects identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the proposed plan. In addition, subsequent to plan adoption, the Mission Bay plan was subject to a number of minor revisions to the land use program. Addendums to the Mission Bay FSEIR similarly found that these revisions would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant effects identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the proposed plan. Also, subsequent to plan adoption, UCSF is increasing planned development on the UCSF campus, which has been the subject of separate CEQA review. Consequently, the specific estimates of land use development in the adopted Mission Bay plan are slightly different from that in the Mission Bay FSEIR Project Objectives presented here. However, the overall project objectives originally presented in the Mission Bay FSEIR are still substantively representative of the proposed Mission Bay plan. Please see Chapter 2, Introduction for additional detail. ] 



· Eliminating blighting influences and the correction of environmental deficiencies in the Project Area, including, but not limited to, abnormally high vacancies, abandoned buildings, incompatible land uses, depreciated or stagnant property values, and inadequate or deteriorated public improvements, facilities, and utilities.


· Retaining and promoting, within the City and County of San Francisco, academic and research activities associated with the University of California San Francisco, which seeks to provide space for existing and new programs and consolidate academic and support units from many dispersed sites at a single major new site which can accommodate the 2,650,000-gross sq. ft. program analyzed in the UCSF 1996 LRDP.


· Assembling of land into parcels suitable for modern, integrated development with improved pedestrian and vehicular circulation in the Project Area.


· Replanning, redesigning, and developing of undeveloped and underdeveloped areas which are improperly utilized.


· Providing flexibility in the development of the Project Area to respond readily and appropriately to market conditions.


· Providing opportunities for participation by owners in the redevelopment of their properties.


· Strengthening the community’s supply of housing by facilitating economically feasible, affordable housing through the installation of needed site improvements and expansion and improvement of the housing supply by the construction of approximately 6,090 market-rate units, including 1,700 units of very low-, low- and moderate-income housing.


· Strengthening the economic base of the Project Area and the community by strengthening retail and other commercial functions in the Project Area through the addition of approximately 1.5 million gross sq. ft. of retail space, a major hotel, and about 5,557,000 gross sq. ft. of mixed office, research and development, and light manufacturing uses.


· Facilitating emerging commercial-industrial sectors, including those expected to emerge or expand due to their proximity to the UCSF new site, such as research and development, biotechnical research, telecommunications, business service, multi-media services, and related light industrial through improvement of transportation access to commercial and industrial areas, improvement of safety within the Project Area, and the installation of needed site improvements to stimulate new commercial and industrial expansion, employment, and economic growth.


· Facilitating public transit opportunities to and within the Project Area to the extent feasible.


· Providing land in an amount of approximately 47 acres for a variety of open spaces.


· Achieving the objectives described above in the most expeditious manner feasible.


Consistent with the overall objectives of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, GSW’s objectives for the proposed Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Blocks 29-32 are to:


· Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment and convention purposes for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000-18,500, and expands opportunities for the City’s tourist, hotel and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


· Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


· Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


· Optimize public transit, pedestrian and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles, and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


· Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.


· Develop a project that creates a visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center in not in use, and enhances the project’s overall feasibility.


· Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of a world class 3,000-4,000 seat facility.


· Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900),[footnoteRef:3] as amended. [3:  	AB 900, effective January 1, 2012, provides streamlining benefits under CEQA for privately-financed projects located on an infill site that has been determined to generate thousands of jobs and include state-of-the-art pollution reductions.] 



[bookmark: _Toc410042693]Background


A detailed discussion of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan approval process (including OCII and OCII Commission), prior environmental review of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan (including the Mission Bay FSEIR), and the relationship of this SEIR to the Mission Bay FSEIR is presented in Chapter 2, Introduction. The following provides a description of applicable development controls in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, including those for the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc410042694]South Plan Area Development Controls


The land uses in the adopted Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan are generally illustrated in Figure 3-3. The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development standards for the project site at Blocks 29-32, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In accordance with the California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII[footnoteRef:4]; see Chapter 2, Introduction for additional detail. Together, the South Plan and South Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Plans.  [4:  	This was reaffirmed by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in 2012 (as part of the Successor Agency Legislation  Resolution No. 11-12 and Ordinance No. 214-12).] 



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


INSERT FIGURE 3-3
Land Uses in the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan


· 



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


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


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


The mitigation measures in the Mission Bays FSEIR are provided in Appendix MIT of this SEIR, which also indicates the specific measures applicable to the proposed project. Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 are described below.


South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29-32


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


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


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


South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29-32


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


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


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


[bookmark: _Toc410042695]Project Site Location


[bookmark: _Toc410042696]Mission Bay


The approximate 300-acre Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area is located along San Francisco's central Bay waterfront, straddling Mission Creek Channel. In general, the plan area is bounded by Townsend Street to the north, Interstate 280 and Seventh Street to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east. 


Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), retail, and educational/institutional uses and open space. As of 2014, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) were complete, with another 900 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area (approximately 39 percent) was complete. Approximately 82 percent of the previously-approved 2.65 million-square-foot UCSF North Campus has been developed, including six research buildings, a campus community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center opened in early 2015. In addition, in November 2014, UCSF approved the Final UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan, which provides for additional planned development on the UCSF campus at Mission Bay through 2035. The City’s new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets also became operational in April 2015. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have also been completed.


[bookmark: _Toc410042697]Project Site and Existing Uses


Figure 3-4 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area. The project site consists of the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 


The ground surface elevations at the project site range between approximately 1 foot to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD),[footnoteRef:5] roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet above mean sea level. The existing site slopes gently down from west to east towards the Bay.[footnoteRef:6] Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.[footnoteRef:7] Chain link fencing is installed on the perimeter of the project site and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  [5:  	For purposes of this SEIR, existing ground elevations are as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. ]  [6:  	Along the north site border, the site slopes down approximately 2 feet between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Along the site south border, the site slopes down approximately 3.5 feet between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.]  [7:  	Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, April 11, 2014.] 



[bookmark: _Toc410042698]Surrounding Uses


The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and the UCSF Global Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the 


INSERT FIGURE 3-4
Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity






project site fronting along Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital, and Benioff Children’s Hospital, which opened in February 2015. Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF (Blocks 33 and 34), which is planned for office space development starting in 2016.


Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, is a recently-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing FibroGen Life Science and other biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another recently-constructed six-story office building (499 Illinois Street) with biotech and UCSF clinical uses. Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate Equities) and planned for development of office space in 2015, a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard are salesforce.com-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. 


The planned Bayfront Park is located on Mission Bay Plan parcels P21 through P24, located northeast, east and partially south of the project site. The north portion of the park (P21, located east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, between Mission Bay Boulevard South and just south of Pierpoint Lane) is complete, and includes a landscaped parking lot and boat launch. The currently undeveloped central portion of the Bayfront park is located east of the project site across Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on P22, from just south of Pierpoint Lane to just south of 16th Street). This portion of the park presently includes a paved trail (which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. Construction of the south portion of Bayfront Park (on P23 and P24), located west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th Street and Mariposa Street, is currently underway in 2015 and scheduled for completion in 2016.


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


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


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


South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. 


Bridgeview Way, a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and north of the project site. 


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


See description of South Plan improvements planned in the vicinity of the project site, including the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and public access improvements at Bayfront Park, below.


[bookmark: _Toc410042699]Golden State Warriors Background


[bookmark: _Toc410042700]History and Relationship to San Francisco Bay Area


The Warriors were founded in 1946 as the Philadelphia Warriors, one of the 11 original teams of the Basketball Association of America (BAA). The Warriors are one of only three charter members of the BAA still in existence, along with the Boston Celtics and the New York Knickerbockers (Knicks). The Warriors hold the distinction of winning the BAA’s first ever championship, claiming the title in the inaugural 1946–47 season by defeating the Chicago Stags. The BAA merged with the National Basketball League (NBL) in 1949, forming the National Basketball Association (NBA). The Warriors won their first NBA championship in Philadelphia in the 1955–56 season, beating the Fort Wayne Pistons.


In 1962, the Warriors franchise was relocated to San Francisco and renamed the San Francisco Warriors. The Warriors played most of their home games at the Cow Palace in Daly City (just south of the San Francisco city limit) from 1962–64 and at the San Francisco Civic Auditorium[footnoteRef:8] from 1964–66, as well as several home games in 1966 at the University of San Francisco War Memorial Gymnasium. The Warriors also played home games at several other Bay Area locations in the 1960s, including Richmond, San Jose, Stockton and Sacramento. When the Oakland-Alameda County Coliseum Arena (Coliseum Arena) opened in 1966, the Warriors began scheduling an increasing number of home games at that facility. The Warriors reached the NBA playoffs in 1964, 1967 through 1969, and 1971 (their final season as the San Francisco Warriors).  [8:  	The San Francisco Civic Auditorium is now named the Bill Graham Civic Auditorium.] 



The San Francisco Warriors changed their name to the Golden State Warriors for the 1971–72 season, in part to acknowledge the team’s fan base that had extended throughout Northern California, and played the majority of their home games that season at the Coliseum Arena. The Warriors made the NBA playoffs every season from 1972 to 1977 (excluding 1974), and won their first NBA championship on the West Coast in the 1974–75 season. The Warriors have since reached the playoffs nine additional times (1987, 1989, 1991, 1992, 1994, 2007, and 2013 through 2015). The Warriors have played home games exclusively in the Coliseum Arena since 1972, with the exception of a one-year hiatus (1996–97 season) in which they played at the San Jose Arena[footnoteRef:9] while the Coliseum Arena was remodeled.[footnoteRef:10] In 2014-15, the Warriors celebrated their 54th season in the Bay Area.  [9:  	The San Jose Arena is now named the SAP Center. ]  [10:  	The Coliseum Arena was renamed The Arena in Oakland in 1997, the Oakland Arena in 2004, and Oracle Arena (present name) in 2006.] 



[bookmark: _Toc410042701]Existing Golden State Warriors Basketball Operations and Facilities


The Golden State Warriors are one of 30 franchised basketball teams in the NBA. The current league organization divides the teams into two conferences of three divisions with five teams each. The Golden State Warriors play within the Western Conference, Pacific Division.


Typically, the NBA preseason runs approximately two weeks in mid-October, the NBA regular season between late October and mid-April, and NBA playoff season runs from mid-April through mid-June. The Golden State Warriors currently play approximately 8 preseason games per season, 2 to 3 of which are home games. The Warriors play 82 regular season games per season, consisting of 41 home games and 41 away games. In the event of reaching the playoffs, the Golden State Warriors would play in up to four best-of-seven series playoff rounds (i.e., First Round, Semi-Conference Finals, Conference Finals, and NBA Finals), with approximately half of the playoff games in their home court.


As indicated above, the Golden State Warriors currently play their home games at Oracle Arena, located at 7000 Coliseum Way in Oakland. Oracle Arena is owned by the Oakland-Alameda County Coliseum Authority (City of Oakland and Alameda County) and operated by Anschutz Entertainment Group (AEG). The Golden State Warriors currently maintain a lease agreement to play their basketball games at Oracle Arena through the NBA 2016–17 season. Oracle Arena’s maximum seating occupancy is 19,596 for basketball games, including 72 luxury suites. Oracle Arena also includes 3 exclusive clubs, 5 concourses, a box office, and team stores. Oracle Arena is located adjacent to the Oakland–Alameda County Coliseum (O.co Coliseum), and collectively, this complex offers parking for 10,000 vehicles. 


The Golden State Warriors organization maintains approximately 150 full-time employees, consisting of the team’s basketball players, basketball operations staff (including General Manager, coaching and training staff, and scouts); medical team; an executive board and executive management; media and broadcasting staff; and numerous operations and support services, including but not limited to, marketing, finance, ticket sales/operations/services, public and community relations, hospitality services, and administration.


The Golden State Warriors currently lease their management offices and practice facility at the Oakland Convention Center at 1011 Broadway in downtown Oakland (these facilities are built atop the Convention Center’s parking garage). These facilities provide approximately 16,000 square feet of office space, 2½ full length basketball courts, and supporting facilities (e.g., weight room, locker rooms, and lounge).


[bookmark: _Toc410042702]Project Characteristics


This section describes the characteristics of the proposed project, including detailed descriptions of the proposed facilities and operations, as well as project construction. 


[bookmark: _Toc410042703]Proposed Facilities


Development Plan Overview


Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 3-5 presents the conceptual project site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights. Table 3-1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.


Event Center


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[footnoteRef:11] at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations. The event center building would consist of nine levels (Event, Ground, Mezzanine, Main Concourse, Suite, Theater/Loge, Upper Concourse, Bayfront Terrace and Mechanical). The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms; spectator support facilities such as food service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices, practice facility and locker rooms; command center and operations space for police/security, fire protection services and traffic control; media support facilities; and event center operations such as loading, staging and marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities.  [11:  	All building heights in this SEIR measured from finished grade to top of building. Please see footnote “e” in Table 3-1 for additional detail.] 



[bookmark: _Toc404073993]INSERT FIGURE 3-5
Conceptual Project Site Plan
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Table 3-1
summary of proposed Project Facilities AND DESIGN FEATURES


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seatsa





			Size


			Total GSF





			Event Centerb


Golden State Warriors Office Space


Office Space


Retail Spacec


Parking and Loading


Total Building Area


			750,000


25,000


580,000


125,000


    475,000


1,955,000 GSFd





			Heighte,f/Levels 


Event Center 


Office and Retail Buildings






Retail-only Buildings 


			


135 feet


160 feet (11 stories) total [90-foot (6-story) podiums with 70-foot (5story) towers above]; retail uses within street level and plaza-level floors 


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





			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 trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street


Access point for autos on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet. 





a	Presented maximum seating capacity is for basketball games. However, as discussed under Proposed Operations and Employment, below, there would other types of events at the event center, including certain concerts and conventions, that would be able to accommodate a maximum attendance of up approximately 18,500 patrons with the addition of floor seats and/or standing room-only spaces (see Table 3-3 for more detail). 


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


c	Proposed retail uses are approximately 51,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 11,000 quick-service restaurant, and 62,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.


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


e	All building heights in this SEIR, unless otherwise noted, are measured from finished grade to top of building, consistent with the South Design for Development guidelines. Please note the project site would continue to be slightly sloped, as under existing conditions. Per the South Design for Development guidelines, building height measurements are taken at the median grade height for each building face, and the total building height is calculated by averaging the height of the individual building faces. 


f	Heights of proposed office and retail buildings exclude unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. Mechanical equipment and associated enclosure may be up to 20 feet above the rooftop of building. 





SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014, 2015












The event center would be programmed with a capacity of 18,064 seats for basketball games, approximately 70 percent of which would be general assigned seating. The remaining seating would consist of loge, club and suite seating, courtside seating, and seating for media and officials. A portion of the event center lower bowl would contain retractable seating to accommodate certain non-Golden State Warriors events requiring a larger floor area. In addition, for non-Golden State Warriors events with small attendance, the event center performance and seating areas could be reconfigured in a cut-down theater configuration, and event patron access managed to create the impression of a smaller venue space and more intimate experience for the performances. The event center would also include an ice slab to accommodate a range of ice-related events such as hockey games and Disney on Ice.[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  	The ice slab would consist of an ice floor, ice pits and trenches, and refrigeration equipment. For non-ice related events at the arena, insulated fiberglass panels would first be installed above the ice layer, after which wood parquet panels (to create the basketball court) or other appropriate flooring would be installed depending on type of event.] 



The event center would also include a “bayfront overlook,” an extension of the event center that would consist of multiple terraces and levels (upper pedestrian deck would be at 97 feet in elevation, and overlook roof would be at 122 feet in elevation), and provide views of the San Francisco skyline, Bay Bridge, Bay waters and East Bay shoreline. Portions of the bayfront overlook would connect to the interior of event center, and other portions of the overlook would connect to the main pedestrian path at the base of the event center via elevators.


(See Section 3.5.2, Proposed Operations, below, for a detailed description of proposed Golden State Warriors games and non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center).


Office and Retail Buildings


Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third and South Streets (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third and 16th Streets (southwest corner of the site). These buildings would each be 11 stories (160 feet tall at building rooftop[footnoteRef:13]); each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 5 podium levels (90 feet tall), with a 5story (70-foot tall) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy the lower floor(s) of the office and retail buildings. [13:  	Please see footnotes “e” and “f” in Table 3-1 for additional detail on building heights.] 



Gatehouse, Food Hall and Other Retail Amenities


Additional retail uses would front on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, located within or adjacent to certain plaza-facing areas of the event center, and along the main pedestrian path. A 2-story, 38-foot high “gatehouse” building located mid-point along Third Street would provide retail uses and house elevators/escalators connecting to parking facilities on lower floors. A 3-story, 41-foot high ”food hall” would be located at the corner of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. The food hall would provide house stalls for local vendors of food and beverage offerings or artisanal goods.


Plazas/Open Space


Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be designed within the site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 to 12 feet above Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site. These plazas would be connected by a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern sides of the event center. On the east side of the event center, the pedestrian path would offer a “bayfront overlook” to provide eastward views across the Bay. Another pedestrian path would wrap around the southwest portion of the event center.


[bookmark: _Toc398564702]Vehicle Parking Facilities


Table 3-2 summarizes proposed on-site vehicular parking facilities. Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (two below grade: Lower Parking Levels 1 and 2, and one at street level: Upper Parking Level) would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. A total of 950 vehicle parking spaces are proposed on-site. Parking is proposed to be provided for specialized groups including office parkers, VIPs and other patrons of the event center, retail and restaurant valet and self-parkers. Under the project, the South Design for Development, as amended, would specify the minimum and maximum number of parking spaces that would be provided for the event center and office uses, by building. The number of parking spaces provided for the event center would be reserved for event patrons at all times. The number of parking spaces provided for the office buildings may be made available for use by event patrons on a shared-parking basis (i.e., as available). The truck loading dock area (described under Loading Facilities, below) may also be used for VIP parkers during events. 


Table 3-2
On-site Vehicle Parking, by Level


			Parking Level


			Vehicular Parking





			


			Parking Spaces


			ADAa Spaces


			Total Spaces





			Upper Parking Level (street level)


			113


			4


			117





			Lower Parking Level 1 (below grade)


			370


			13


			383





			Lower Parking Level 2 (below grade)


			442


			8


			450





			Total 


			925


			25


			950











a	ADA = American’s with Disabilities Act accessible spaces 


SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014





For Golden State Warriors games, prepaid parking is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors ticketing process). An Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI) system may also be used for VIPs to access the garage. During non-event periods, a more traditional system using ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks would be utilized for self-parkers, while an AVI system would be available for on-site employees. Valet parking would also be available during event and nonevent periods. Additional information on proposed parking areas, by level, and vehicular access to proposed on-site parking facilities is described under Building Floor Plans, and Vehicular Access and Circulation, below.


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


Loading Facilities


Thirteen on-site truck loading docks are proposed to serve the event center and office and retail uses. The loading and service areas, including 13 truck loading docks, would be located on the Lower Parking Level 1. The dimensions of each loading space would be at least 10-feet wide and 35feet long, with 14 feet of vertical clearance. Additional information on vehicular access to proposed loading areas is described under Building Floor Plans, and Vehicular Access and Circulation, below. In addition to the 13 on-site below grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (8 spaces), Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (8 spaces), and 16th Street (1 space) to serve the office uses, and the restaurant and retail uses at Market Hall.  Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses.


Building Floor Plans


Figures 3-6 through 3-11 present project building floor plans for several representative floors for the site’s buildings, from low to high elevations.[footnoteRef:14] Figure 3-6 presents the floor plan for the subgrade Lower Parking Level 2. This level would be situated within the north and west sides of the project site and would provide 450 vehicle parking spaces. Auto vehicular ramps located on the north and south sides of the parking garage would provide access between this level and the Lower Parking Level 1 above. This level would also contain stairs and elevators for pedestrian access to/from upper floors. [14:  	Certain levels discussed here contain a range of elevations, depending on location and use. However, they are grouped, as feasible.] 



Figure 3-7 presents the floor plan for the subgrade Event Center Event Level/Lower Parking Level 1. The Event Level would contain the event center’s main exhibition floor, courtside and VIP seating, suites, lounge/club space, team practice facilities, and a variety of spectator and operations support facilities. The team practice facilities would also be located on this level in the northeast corner of the event center, and include two full-size basketball courts and supporting facilities. Separate truck loading and vehicle parking facilities would be provided on Lower Parking Level 1, with access to/from the Upper Parking Level by separate auto and truck ramps located on the south side of the site. Lower Parking Level 1 would provide 383 vehicle parking spaces distributed in the north, west, and southeast area portions of the site. A second truck ramp 



INSERT FIGURE 3-6
Floor Plan – Lower Parking Level 2



INSERT FIGURE 3-7
Floor Plan – Event Center Event Level / Lower Parking Level 1



INSERT FIGURE 3-8
Floor Plan – Ground Level / Upper Parking Level 



INSERT FIGURE 3-9
Floor Plan – Event Center Mezzanine / Plaza Level



INSERT FIGURE 3-10
Floor Plan – Event Center Main Concourse / Office and Retail Building Level 1






INSERT FIGURE 3-11
Floor Plan – Floor Plan  Event Center AHU Mezzanine / Office Tower Level (Shows Representative Floor Plate for the Office and Retail Building Towers)






would provide direct access between the main loading area and the event floor for loading/unloading at this location. Additional auto ramps (for use primarily by valet) would be located on the north side of the parking garage to provide access for autos between this level and the parking levels above and below.


Figure 3-8 presents the floor plan for the Ground Level / Upper Parking Level. Several street-level pedestrian entrances would be located on the Ground Level to access project buildings, including the “theater” entrance to the event center (as described above, this entrance would provide access to smaller capacity events), and entrances to the office and retail building lobbies, retail gatehouse building, and food hall. Additional team practice facilities and offices would also be located on this level. The Upper Parking Level would provide 117 vehicle parking spaces situated in the north and west portions of the site. The project driveway entrance on 16th Street at Illinois Street would provide separate auto and truck vehicle ramps (two lanes for autos, and two lanes for trucks) to provide access to/from the parking and loading areas on the Lower Parking Level 1 below. The project driveway entrance on South Street at Bridgeview Lane would provide access to parking spaces located on the north side of this Upper Parking Level; access to the parking spaces on the west side of this level would be accessed by a separate auto vehicular ramp from the Lower Parking Level 1 below. In addition, auto ramps (for use primarily by valet) would be located on the north side of the parking garage to provide vehicular access between this level and the Lower Parking Level 1 below. 


Figure 3-9 presents the floor plan for the Event Center Mezzanine / Plaza Level. The primary event patron ingress/egress for large attendance events at the event center would occur at the northwest entrance on this level. A separate VIP entrance to the event center would also be located on this level. Event center facilities on the Mezzanine level would include team management office space, additional practice team facilities, clubs, spectator and operations support uses, and fixed seating. Lobbies and various retail uses would be located within the office and retail podiums on this level, and additional retail uses would be within the gatehouse and food hall.


Figure 3-10 presents the floor plan for the Event Center Main Concourse / Office and Retail Building Level 1. The secondary event patron ingress/egress for large attendance events would occur at the southeast entrance to the event center on this level. Event center facilities on this level would include the main concourse, retail space, spectator support uses, and fixed seating. Office and retail space would be provided within the office and retail podiums on this level, with additional retail uses in the food hall. 


The Event Center Suite Level would primarily contain suites, spectator support facilities, and a concourse. The Event Center Loge Level would contain primarily loge boxes, spectator support facilities, and a concourse. The Event Center Upper Concourse Level would contain fixed seating, spectator support facilities, and concourse. 


Figure 3-11 presents the floor plan for the Event Center AHU (Air Handling Unit) / Office Tower Level. This figure presents a representative floor plan for the towers of the proposed office and retail buildings, showing the smaller floorplate of the towers in comparison to the podium structures, below. The Event Center Mechanical Level would provide private access to event center mechanical equipment located on this floor, including accommodation for heating, ventilation, and air conditioning.


Building Elevations


Figure 3-12 and 3-13 present elevation massing drawings of the proposed development for the east and north, and south and west perspectives, respectively.


Figure 3-12, top illustration, presents the east elevation (looking west towards Blocks 29-32 from Terry A. Francois Boulevard). The proposed event center, including its elevated bayfront terrace that would extend off the northeast side of the building, and the food hall fronting on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, are prominent in the foreground, behind which the proposed office and retail buildings would rise. The ground-level “theater” entrance to the event center is also visible in this illustration. Figure 3-12, bottom illustration, presents the north elevation (looking south towards Blocks 29-32 from South Street). In this illustration, the event center including its bayfront terrace, and the food hall (fronting on South Street) are visible, as well as the north parking garage entrance on South Street, and on the right-hand side are the two office and retail buildings.


Figure 3-13, top illustration, presents the south elevation (looking north towards Blocks 29-32 from 16th Street). The proposed event center, and the office and retail building at the corner of 16th and Third Streets dominate the foreground, and both the main garage/service entry and the event center theater entrance are visible from this perspective.


Figure 3-13, bottom illustration, presents the west elevation (looking east towards Blocks 29-32 from Third Street). In this illustration, the event center is visible behind the two office and retail buildings, gatehouse building, and the elevated Third Street Plaza. 


Bird-Safe Design


The project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe design measures that would reduce the potential effects of the proposed buildings, signage and lighting on birds. 


Vehicular Access and Circulation


As shown in the project site plan in Figure 3-5, all vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) or South Street (at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. The 16th Street driveway would be 48 feet wide and accommodate four 12-foot wide lanes (2 lanes dedicated for autos and 2 lanes dedicated for trucks). The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the garage. The South Street driveway would be 30 feet wide and accommodate three 10foot wide lanes. 


Event ingress would be only from the 16th Street driveway, while event egress would be through both the 16th and South Streets driveways. Office ingress/egress would be via the 16th Street driveway. Retail and restaurant ingress/egress would be via the South Street driveway. (See Parking Facilities and Loading Facilities, above for additional detail on vehicular access to and within those 


INSERT FIGURE 3-12
Project East and North Elevations
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Project South and West Elevations
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facilities; see also Proposed Operations and Employment, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor would implement as part of the project.)


Pedestrian and Bicycle Access


Figure 3-14 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza (10 feet SFD) around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center at 26 feet SFD. Another pedestrian path would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level “theater” entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. 


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies would be available on South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza, with additional access to ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


New sidewalks would be constructed along the perimeter of the project site (see description of proposed off-site pedestrian network improvements, below). The estimated sidewalk widths for the perimeter sidewalks are 15 feet on Third Street, 12½ feet on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 10 feet on 16th Street. The proposed project would provide on-site bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall). In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at one of two possible on-site locations (either midblock near Terry A. Francois Boulevard or near 16th Street), that would accommodate 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces on days without an event. On event days, the bicycle parking center would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided in a temporary bicycle corral within the Third Street Plaza, for a total of 400 bicycle parking spaces on an event day. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events such as NBA games and concerts. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the game/event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking space via bicycle racks on the adjacent sidewalks (per the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan) and on-site at key locations (see Figure 3-15).


INSERT FIGURE 3-14
Proposed Pedestrian Circulation 
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Proposed Bicycle Parking Facilities 






Infrastructure Improvements


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


Stormwater Improvements


Stormwater flows from the project site would drain to a new separate stormwater collection system being constructed as part of the Mission Bay Plan. The project would be subject to the San Francisco Stormwater Guidelines developed by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), including a requirement that the project implement best management practices (BMPs) to reduce the flow rate and volume of stormwater and improve the quality of stormwater going into the stormwater drainage system. The stormwater management approach for the proposed project would be required to capture and treat rainfall from the design storm of 0.75 inches. The project would utilize Low Impact Development (LID) strategies to achieve the requirements for capture and treatment of stormwater: green roofs on several proposed buildings (including the office and retail podiums, and food hall), rainwater harvesting, and flow-through biotreatment planters. Treated water from these facilities would be directed to proposed on-site storm drains, which would connect to the separate stormwater collection system beneath the adjacent streets.


Domestic Water and Fire Protection Water


New domestic water and emergency suppression fire water infrastructure would be installed on Blocks 29-32 to serve the proposed uses. All buildings would be equipped with internal fire sprinkler systems as required. Emergency fire water lines and/or fire hydrants would be installed on-site where required. Proposed domestic and fire water lines would connect to existing City water infrastructure located beneath adjacent streets.


Wastewater Collection


New wastewater collection infrastructure would be installed on Blocks 29-32 to serve the proposed uses. Proposed wastewater lines would connect to existing City sanitary sewer lines located beneath adjacent streets.


Electrical and Gas Service


New electrical and gas infrastructure would be installed on Blocks 29-32 to serve the proposed uses. Proposed electrical and gas lines on the project site would connect to existing PG&E infrastructure located beneath adjacent streets. 


The project also anticipates installing on-site generators capable of providing up to three megawatts (MW) of emergency, standby and optional power to the event center in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power.[footnoteRef:15] In addition, each office and retail building would have an on-site generator capable of approximately 0.75 MW, and the proposed food hall would have a generator capable of approximately 0.5 MW, to provide fire and life safety emergency power in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power in those uses. All emergency generators would be located within the parking structure on Lower Parking Level 1.  [15:  	Under such circumstance, the generators would provide power for fire alarms, fire command room, emergency lighting, elevators, smoke control and pressurization, fire pumps, audio system, and certain scoreboard equipment.] 



Sustainability


The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, South Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would qualify for individual Gold ratings.[footnoteRef:16] 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, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities.  [16:  	The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification.] 



Proposed Off-Site Roadway Network, Transit Network, Pedestrian Network, and Bicycle Network Improvements


The City and sponsor would implement a number of off-site roadway network and curb regulations, transit network, pedestrian and bicycle network improvements in the project site vicinity, including, but not limited to, roadway restriping, intersection signalization, on-street parking, new perimeter sidewalks, bicycle lanes, signage and other improvements, as discussed below.


Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


· South Street currently has two travel lanes in each direction, with no on-street parking. Under the proposed project, South Street would have one lane in each direction, turn lane improvements, and on-street parking on portions of both sides of the street.


· 16th Street is currently only built out between Third and Illinois Streets. Under the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to the planned realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and a number of restriping and turn lane improvements would be installed on the intersection approaches and the proposed garage driveway.


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street would be converted from a stop sign controlled intersection to a signalized intersection; the existing uncontrolled intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street would be converted to a side-street stop sign controlled intersection; the new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be a signalized intersection; and the existing uncontrolled intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street would be converted to an allway stop-controlled intersection.


· Adjacent to the site, a Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle stop, taxi zone, commercial loading spaces and metered parking spaces would be provided on South Street; commercial loading spaces, a paratransit stop, and metered parking spaces would be located on Terry A. Francois Boulevard; a commercial loading space and metered parking spaces would be provided on 16th Street.


Transit Network Improvements 


· The elevated northbound passenger platform at the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop on Third Street would be extended from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length to allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform. In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel direction.


· The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center, which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


Pedestrian Network Improvements


· New sidewalks would be constructed along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5-feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. 


· Pedestrian crosswalks (continental design) would be installed at the following intersections: South Street/Bridge View Way, South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (currently there is a crosswalk on the north and west legs of the intersection, not the south), 16th Street/Illinois Street/Project garage driveway, 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and Illinois/Mariposa.


· A permanent barrier would be installed within the light rail median on Third Street between 16th and South Streets to discourage pedestrians from crossing Third Street and the light rail tracks midblock.


Bicycle Network Improvements


· Class II bicycle lanes would be installed on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle signals would be installed at the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, and bicycle turn queue boxes would be installed at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th.


A complete description of proposed off-site roadway network and curb regulation, transit network, and pedestrian network improvements is presented in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. See description of the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would occur pursuant to the Mission Bay South Plan, below. See also proposed Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program improvements, Special Event Transit Service Plan, and Transportation Management Plan, under Section 3.6.2, Proposed Operations, below. 


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


Pursuant to the Mission Bay South Plan and the Mission Bay BCDC Permit No. 5-00, as amended, and independent of the proposed project, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking lanes; and  on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the roadway by a raised buffer.


As discussed above, Bayfront Park is a planned linear park comprising Mission Bay plan parcels P21 through P24, and when completed, will extend from Mission Bay Boulevard south to Mariposa Street. The north portion of the park (P21, located east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, between Mission Bay Boulevard South and just south of Pierpoint Lane) is complete, and includes a landscaped parking lot and boat launch. Construction is underway in 2015 for the south portion of Bayfront Park (P23 and P24, located west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, between 16th Street and Mariposa Street), including stormwater infrastructure improvements, and construction of this portion of the park will be complete by the end of 2016. Following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the central portion (P22) of Bayfront Park located east of the project site and consisting of approximately 5.5 acres will be developed. Potential park uses for this portion of Bayfront Park being considered at this time include, but are not limited to, pathways, outdoor performance area, kiosks, outdoor dining areas, and informal playing field(s). Both the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Bayfront Park public access improvements on P22 will be implemented by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc410042704]Proposed Operations


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


Event Center Programming


Table 3‐3 presents a summary of characteristics of proposed events at the event center, including anticipated types and number of Golden State Warriors games and non‐Golden State Warriors events, average/maximum game/event attendance, estimated event center day‐of-game/event employment, and temporal description of games/events.


Golden State Warriors Games at Event Center


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


As shown in Table 3-3, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. Based on historical data for ticket sales and “no-show” rates, the average basketball attendance level at the proposed event center is estimated to be approximately 17,000 during the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 18,064.


It is estimated that approximately 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees[footnoteRef:17] would be required on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security guards, ushers, ticket takers, team store staff, food service staff, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and staff for other event-related operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below). [17: 	This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed office and retail uses on the project site, both of which are described separately, below.] 



3. Project Description





3. Project Description








OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	3-1	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 10, 2015 Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	3-42	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 10, 2015 Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	3-43	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 10, 2015 Subject to Revision


Table 3-3
Event Characteristics at proposed event center


			Event Type


			Annual Number of 
Games/Events at 
Event Center


			Attendance


			Event Center 
Day-of-Game/Event Employment Characteristics


			Season


			Game/Event Temporal Characteristics





			


			


			Average


			Maximum


			


			


			





			Golden State Warriors Basketball Home Games


			2 to 3 preseason home games


			11,000


			18,064


			1,100a


			2 weeks mid-October


			Regular Season game time: 7:30 p.m. to ~ 9:40 p.m.c
Preseason/Postseason game time: start time variable


Monthly Distribution:	 ~7 homes games per month


Weekly Distribution: 	50%/50% weekdays/weekends


Monday-Thursday:	2 to 6 home games/month
Friday: 	1 to 3 home games/month


Saturday: 	1 to 3 home games/month
Sunday: 	0 to 1 home games/month





			


			41 regular season home games


			17,000


			18,064


			1,100a


			late October to mid-April


			





			


			0 to16 post season home games


			18,000


			18,064


			1,100a


			mid-April to mid-June


			





			Concerts


			Approximately 30


			12,500


			14,000 to 18,500d


			775b


			major concert season is Fall, Winter and early Spring; Summer is the slow season


			Concert time: typically 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m.


Weekly Distribution: primarily Friday and Saturday evenings





			


			Approximately 15


			3,000


			4,000


			675b


			


			





			Family Showse


			Approximately 55


			5,000


			8,200


			675b


			distributed throughout the year


			Family Show characteristics: typically 10 shows over 5 days (Wednesday to Sunday):


Wednesday:	1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Thursday: 	1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Friday: 	2 shows, 10:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.; and 
7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Saturday: 	3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.; 
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and 
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.


Sunday: 	3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.; 
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and 
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.





			Other Sporting Eventsf


			Approximately 30


			7,000


			18,064


			675b


			distributed throughout the year; times variable





			Conventions/Corporate Eventsg


			Approximately 31


			9,000


			18,500h


			675b


			distributed throughout the year; times variable








NOTES:


a 	This estimate includes approximately 1,000 event center day-of-game non-Warriors employees, and approximately 100 Warriors employees that would work at the Warriors games. This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day (described under Golden State Warriors Operations, below), non-Warriors employees of the proposed office and retail uses within the office and retail buildings (described under Office and Retail Uses, below), or the visiting team and their support staff at the event center.


b	This estimate includes event center day-of-event non-Warriors employees. This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day (described under Golden State Warriors Operations, below), non-Warriors employees of the proposed office and retail uses, and cinema within the mixed-use buildings (described under Office and Retail Uses, below), or the visiting event performers and their support staff at the event center. 



Table 3-3 (Continued)
Event Characteristics at proposed event center





NOTES (cont.)


c	The large majority of Golden State Warriors regular season home games would start at 7:30 p.m. For example, over the course of the most recent full three NBA regular seasons (2010-11, 2012-13, and 2013-14; the 2011-12 NBA season was shortened due to delays in signing of a collective bargaining agreement between NBA owners and players, and consequently is not included), 90 percent of Golden State Warriors home games started at 7:30 p.m., 6 percent of homes games started at 6:00 p.m., and the balance (accounting for one home game or less per season) started at either 1:00 p.m. (on Martin Luther King Jr. holiday), 5:00 p.m., or 7:00 p.m. 


d	Nearly 90 percent of annual concerts at the event center would be in the end-stage concert configuration (14,000 maximum capacity), and the remaining 10 percent (no more than four annually) would be with a 360-degree configuration (18,500 maximum attendance). 


e	Examples of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live.


f	Examples of Other (non-Warriors) Sporting Events examples include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions.


g	Examples of Conventions/Corporate Events examples include conventions, conferences, cultural events, civic events and corporate events. It is anticipated that the event center would act as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center when an event or speaker requires more space than can be accommodated at that location.


h	The maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated at the event center is 18,500. This requires a configuration similar to a center stage concert (see footnote d). It is anticipated, however, that average attendance for Convention/Corporate Events would be 9,000 people.





SOURCE: Golden State Warriors, based on data from Oracle Arena (Oakland), SAP Center (San Jose), Toyota Center (Houston), and Barclays Center (Brooklyn, New York City), 2014
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Non-Golden State Warriors Events at Event Center


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


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


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



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


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


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


It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center would range from 675 to 775, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels. 


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


Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site


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


Golden State Warriors Operations


As discussed under Section 3.5.2, Existing Golden State Warriors Operations, the Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees. 


Office and Retail Uses


The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office developments within Mission Bay, and it is estimated to generate approximately 2,100 FTE employees.[footnoteRef:19] The proposed retail uses, including restaurants and other food and beverage service, would operate seven days a week, year-round, independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would require approximately 370 FTE employees.[footnoteRef:20] [19: 	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee.]  [20: 	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross square feet per FTE employee.] 



Table 3-4, below summarizes all estimated full-time employment under the project. 


Table 3-4
Estimated Full-Time Equivalent Employeesa


			Project Component


			Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Employees 





			Golden State Warriors 
(Team Operations and Event Center Management)


			255





			Office Usesb


			2,101





			Retail Usesc


			372





			Total


			2,728





			a	See also Golden State Warriors Operations discussion, above, for how this estimate was developed. In addition, please also see Golden State Warriors Games at Event Center and Non-Golden State Warriors Events at Event Center discussion for separate estimates of event center day-of-game/event staff.


b	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines office rate of 276 square feet per FTE employee.


c	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines restaurant rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-down/Quick Service Restaurant/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee.





SOURCE: Golden State Warriors, 2014











Transportation Management Plan


As part of the project, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP). The TMP is a management and operating plan to facilitate multimodal access at the event center during project operation. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle, and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed by the project sponsor in consultation with the SFMTA, OCII and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP. The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator whose responsibilities would include, but not be limited to, distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events.


The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events. Under the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, light rail service on the T Third line would be increased, and three special event shuttles would be implemented by Muni, including a 16th Street BART Shuttle, Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle.


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


The existing Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program would be expanded during evenings and weekends, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. The expanded service would include the following:


· Existing TMA shuttle routes would be revised to provide more frequent service, plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees). 


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies event transportation management strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during games/events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Transportation management strategies include, but are not limited to the following: providing for Muni ticket sales at the event center box office; designating taxi zones on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street; designating commercial loading zones; dedicating TMA, charter bus, and paratransit stops; assigning a parking control officer supervisor and use of PCOs at key locations throughout the surrounding transportation network; planning for post-event temporary lane closures; and coordination with BART, Caltrain, and Muni and Giants Special Events staff.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. The VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include westbound 16th Street east of I-280, southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge, and eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps.


In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, adjustments to the transportation management plan for the proposed event center would be made, including adjusting PCO staffing to eliminate duplication of effort, and directing event center attendees to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west.


Travel Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for both on-site employees and event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant, and event center employees include, but are not limited to: participation in the federal pre-tax commuter benefits; promoting use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles and the proposed on-site bicycle valet and bicycle parking facilities; providing employee shower locker facilities in each building; allowing work flexible schedules and telecommuting; supporting an employee ride-matching program; and encouraging carpooling, vanpooling and electric vehicles (EVs) by reserving certain on-site garage space/charging equipment for the vehicles of employees who uses those modes. TDM strategies for visitors include: rewarding options for patrons arriving via transit; promoting transit access through trip planning tools and transit maps; displaying transit information on screens at the event center and providing audio announcements for patrons; promoting the use of the on-site bicycle valet facility; increasing fees for parking on-site during events; and designating priority curb areas on-site for taxis and rideshare vehicles.


Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods including field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining, including but not limited to auto mode share targets for attendees and employees, and maximum vehicle queuing limits on adjacent streets. Please see additional details on the proposed TMP in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, and the full TMP in Appendix TR of this SEIR.


Proposed Event Center Site Management Practices


As part of the project, the sponsor would comply with all applicable City policies and regulations to minimize effects from the event center and associated event patrons on surrounding land uses, including those contained in the San Francisco Entertainment Commission’s Good Neighbor Policy, and City noise regulations. Moreover, as part of the project, the sponsor would develop and implement additional Event Center Site Management practices as needed to further minimize potential disruption associated with event center operations to the quality of life for the surrounding neighborhood. This would include contracting with Mission Bay Parks and the Mission Bay Management Corporation, or other provider, to provide certain off-site parks maintenance, garbage disposal, street sweeping, power washing and other practices. The sponsor would implement procedures for addressing potential loitering, pedestrian queuing, illegal vendors, outdoor event patron noise, and other disruptions. The sponsor would also establish a central point of contact with real-time connection to the event center’s Transportation Management Center, and would promote pre- and post-game pedestrian routes that would avoid residential streets such as Bridgeview Way north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street. 


3.6.3 [bookmark: _Toc410042705]Pre-Construction Testing


Prior to finalizing the project design, in order to inform design and reduce the risk of construction delays due to the potential presence of archaeological resources, the project sponsor is retaining the services of an archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results of the archaeological testing will be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the commencement of ground disturbance activities, foundation excavation, and pile driving. In addition, the project sponsor will conduct a pile test program at Blocks 29-32 to determine site-specific pile requirements. 


3.6.4 [bookmark: _Toc410042706]Proposed Construction


Overview


Table 3-5 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; temporary dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The sponsor estimates that the maximum depth of excavation on-site (excluding perimeter cut-off wall, described below) would be approximately 30 feet below grade; this would require approximately 350,000 cubic yards of on-site soils to be excavated and removed from the site. Soil on the site would be compacted using rapid soil compaction over approximately 30 work days. The sponsor proposes to install augercast piles[footnoteRef:21] using drilling, as opposed to impact pile driving, for the deep foundation. It is estimated that approximately 1,400 2-foot diameter piles, at a depth of 110 feet, would be installed at the project site. Augercast pile installation would occur over approximately 60 work days. [21:  	Augercast piles, also known as continuous flight auger piles (CFA), are cast-in-place, and formed by drilling into the ground with a hollow stemmed continuous flight auger to the required depth or degree of resistance. A cement grout mix is then pumped down the stem of the auger. While the cement grout is pumped, the auger is slowly withdrawn, conveying the soil upward along the flights. A shaft of fluid cement grout is formed to ground level. Reinforcing steel is then lowered in to the wet cement grout.] 







Table 3-5
Preliminary Project Construction Schedule


			Location


			Construction Period 


			Duration (weeks)





			Demolition/Excavation


			


			12 weeks





			Demolition / Clear and Grub


			Month 1


			4





			Cut-off Wall / Earth Retention / Excavation


			Months 1  3


			12








			Event Center


			


			94 weeks





			Foundations


			Months 3  19.5


			70





			Structure 


			Months 3.5  20


			70





			Roofing Systems


			Months 12  19


			32





			Enclosure 


			Months 12  21


			40





			Interior Rough-in


			Months 8  22


			60





			Event Level Service Loop


			Months 9.5 – 14.5


			20





			Mechanical Equipment


			Months 9.5  20


			42





			Elevators / Escalators


			Months 12  23


			48





			Drywall and Interior Finishes


			Months 16 – 24.5


			38





			Food Service Equipment


			Months 17  23.5


			30





			Bowl Rough-in / Finishes


			Months 19 – 23.5


			22





			Sports Equipment and Systems


			Months 20.5 – 25.5


			20





			Commissioning / Project Closeout


			Months 25.5 – 26.5


			4








			Parking Garage and Podium


			


			44 weeks





			Foundations


			Months 3.5  9


			22





			Structure 


			Months 6 – 14.5


			38








			Southwest Tower


			


			72 weeks





			Structure


			Months 9  18


			40





			Roofing Systems


			Months 17.5 – 19.5


			8





			Enclosure 


			Months 16  20


			20





			Interior Rough-in


			Months 15  22


			32





			Elevators / Escalators


			Months 19.5  24


			18





			Drywall and Interior Finishes


			Months 18  25


			32





			Commissioning / Project Closeout


			Months 21.5  26


			18








			Northwest Tower


			


			74 weeks





			Structure


			Months 6.5  16


			38





			Roofing Systems


			Months 15.5 – 17.5


			8





			Enclosure 


			Months 14  18


			20





			Interior Rough-in


			Months 12.5  20


			30





			Elevators / Escalators


			Months 17.5  23


			18





			Drywall and Interior Finishes


			Months 17  24


			32





			Commissioning / Project Closeout


			Months 12  25


			16








			Gatehouse Retail Building


			


			20 weeks





			Structure


			Month 21


			4





			Enclosure 


			Month 22 – 22.5


			6





			Service Loop


			Months 22.5 – 23.5


			4





			Drywall and Interior Finishes


			Months 23.5 – 24.5


			4





			Commissioning / Project Closeout


			Month 25


			4












Table 3-5 (Continued)
Preliminary Project Construction Schedule


			Location


			Construction Period 


			Duration (weeks)





			Northeast Retail Building


			


			20 weeks





			Structure


			Month 18


			16





			Enclosure 


			Month 19 – 19.5


			6





			Service Loop


			Months 19.5 – 20.5


			4





			Drywall and Interior Finishes


			Months 20.5 – 21.5


			4





			Commissioning / Project Closeout


			Month 22


			4








			Site Improvements


			


			20 weeks





			Site Improvements


			Months 21  25


			20





			Total 


			26 months


			104 weeks











SOURCE: Golden State Warriors, 2014





Construction dewatering is expected to last approximately nine months. The three potential construction dewatering discharge options are: (1) directly discharging to the City's combined sewer system; (2) installing an on-site dewatering treatment system and discharging the treated water to the Bay if the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station would be exceeded with the discharge; and (3) a combination of the first two options. (Please see Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, for additional detail.) 


The sponsor is also considering multiple approaches to address potential groundwater infiltration to proposed below-grade facilities and potential localized flooding, including a permanent waterproofing design and implementation of adaptive management strategies (see Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality for additional detail). The project design includes a soil-cement cut-off walls as part of the perimeter shoring and dewatering system for the site, which would support the excavation during construction and allow for excavation to occur.[footnoteRef:22] The walls would be about 30 to 36 inches thick. Estimated average depths of the walls around the perimeter of the project site would be 35, 37, 54, and 37 feet along South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street, respectively. The sponsor indicates the proposed design would preclude the need to conduct any long-term dewatering of the project site during project operation. [22:  	A Cement Deep Soil Mixing (CDSM) wall would serve as the soil-cement cut off wall, and would be created by using drilled shallow-stem shafts with a cutting tool and mixing paddles to mix cementitious materials into the soil. HBeams would be installed at an off-set designed by the engineer. After beams are installed and the wall is cured, the soil-cement wall creates a barrier to the surrounding horizontal groundwater flow. The wall would extend vertically into the underlying bay mud or bedrock depending on the thickness of bay mud where the wall is installed. The bay mud soil layer would act as secondary groundwater control.] 



The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. 


All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other noise generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturday, Sundays and holidays. ] 



Construction Staging


The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any potential deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Tower cranes would be sized and used as appropriate in consideration of UCSF emergency helicopter flight paths. The construction contractor would be responsible for complying with all federal code, rules, and regulations, including those related to operation of the tower cranes in the vicinity of helicopter flight paths.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Street adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase of work. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary point of vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from Interstate 280, Interstate 80 and U.S. Highway 101 during construction. 


Construction workers not utilizing available public transit options are expected to either carpool and/or use public parking in the project site vicinity.


Construction Employment


Table 3-6 summarizes the estimated project construction jobs. The number of construction workers present on-site daily would vary, depending on the specific construction activities being performed and overlap between construction phases. During peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between approximately 330 and 700 construction workers at the project site.


Table 3-6
Project Construction Employment


			Construction Work


			Average / Peak Number of Workers 





			Entire Site


			





			Demolition


			10 / 12





			Excavation and Shoring


			25 / 30





			Event Center


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			100 / 125





			Base Building


			200 / 250





			Exterior Finishing


			50 / 75





			Interior Finishing 


			150 / 300





			Garage / Podium


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			50 / 75





			Base Building


			50 / 75





			Northwest Tower


			





			Base Building


			40 / 60





			Exterior Finishing


			10 / 15





			Interior Finishing 


			100 / 150





			Southwest Tower


			





			Base Building


			40 / 60





			Exterior Finishing


			10 / 15





			Interior Finishing 


			100 / 150





			Entire Site


			





			Street Improvements


			40 / 50








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








Construction Equipment


It is expected that track-mounted cranes and track-mounted drill rigs would be used at the project site for drilling the soil-cement cut off wall, and for augercast pile installation for the deep foundations. Tower cranes, track-mounted cranes and tire-mounted mobile cranes would be used for building construction, including but not limited to, steel erection, precast erection, and building façades. Other mobile equipment such as backhoes, front-end loaders, dump trucks, and forklifts would be used at the project site for a range of other construction tasks on the project site, including excavation, site clearing and grading, building construction, and/or hardscape and landscape materials installation. Project construction would generate off-site truck trips for deliveries of concrete and other building materials, transportation of construction equipment to and from the site, hauling soils and debris from the site, and street sweepers. A variety of other smaller mechanical equipment would also be used at the project site during the construction period, such as saw cutters, chopping saws, tile saws, stud impact guns, impact drills, torque wrenches, welding machines, and concrete boom pumps.


[bookmark: _Toc410042707]Graphic Exhibits of Proposed Project


A number of graphic exhibits depicting the proposed project development are presented in Figures 3-16 to 3-23 for informational purposes.


[bookmark: _Toc410042708]Intended Uses of this SEIR and Approvals Required


This is a project-specific SEIR, intended to provide information about the environmental consequences of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. In addition to describing the proposed project and required approvals, this SEIR analyzes potential environmental impacts of the proposed project, identifies mitigation measures where those impacts are significant, addresses cumulative adverse impacts to which the proposed project could make a substantial contribution, and evaluates alternatives to the project that could avoid or substantially reduce significant impacts while still meeting most of the project’s basic objectives. See Chapter 2, Introduction, for a more detailed description of CEQA requirements. 


Approvals or permits from the following agencies for project construction and/or long-term operation are anticipated at this time:


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Certification of the Final SEIR by the OCII Commission [City/OCII:  We added this; please verify] YES


· Approval by the OCII Executive Director of secondary use findings of consistency for the proposed event center


· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32


· Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for the project


· Approval by the OCII Commission (and any other City departments as required under the Mission Bay South Plan, OPA, Interagency Corporation Agreement, and associated documents) of: Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development, and Modifications to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan and Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and conditions of approval. [City/OCII:  We added this; please verify] YES – will probably be part of Major Phase/SD approvals


· Approval by Mayor, Department of Public Works Executive Director and OCII Executive Director of any non-material changes to Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan


· Entertainment Commission approval of applicable entertainment permits, including, but not limited to, a Place of Entertainment permit


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


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


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


· San Francisco Department of Public Works and Board of Supervisors approval of subdivision maps, including acceptance of public improvements and right-of-way dedications


· Termination or relocation of existing City-reserved easements by applicable City departments to the extent required


· San Francisco Department of Building Inspection approval of a building/site permit, and related approvals from other City departments including the SFPUC for utility connections 


· Approval from the University of California to terminate a view easement extending 100 feet within the project site along the Campus Way axis (Please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Project Variant) for a description and analysis of a project variant where no structural development would be proposed within this view easement.)


· John M – do we want to add any language regarding BOS?






FIGURE 3-16:


Birds-eye Rendering of Proposed Project from the Northwest









FIGURE 3-17


Birds-eye Rendering of Proposed Project from the East









FIGURE 3-18


Street-level Rendering of Proposed Project from the Northwest (Third Street at South Street)









Figure 3-19


Street-level Rendering of Proposed Project from the Southwest (Third Street at 16th Street)









FIGURE 3-20


Street-level Rendering of Proposed Project from the North (South Street):









FIGURE 3-21


Street-level Rendering of Proposed Project from the South (16th Street):









FIGURE 3-22


Street-level Rendering of Proposed Project from the East (Bayfront Park):









FIGURE 3-23


Street-level Rendering of Proposed Project from the Southeast (on planned realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard):
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5.3 Noise and Vibration


[bookmark: _Toc410050837]Noise and Vibration


[bookmark: _Toc410050838]Introduction


This section describes the existing noise environment in the project area and identifies the potential for noise and vibration associated with implementation of the proposed project to adversely affect established sensitive land uses or land use activities. The impact analysis evaluates the potential noise and vibration impacts of the proposed project and identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts.


[bookmark: _Toc410050839]Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Noise Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The noise setting for the Mission Bay area discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR differs from the existing setting today primarily in terms of the number of noise sources that exist in the area. Specifically, at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR much of the Mission Bay area was underdeveloped. Since 1998, the development of the UCSF Mission Bay campus, AT&T Park and residential towers in North Mission Bay have introduced new noise sources to the area, particularly vehicle traffic. Additionally, the Muni Third Street light rail line has been constructed which is a new noise source along that corridor in front of the project site. 


Another aspect of the noise setting that has changed since adoption of the 1998 SEIR is the number of noise sensitive uses that now exist in the Mission Bay area. In 1998 the Mission Bay area was developed primarily with industrial uses. Since that time residential uses have been developed including residential housing at the UCSF Mission Bay campus as well as in the north Mission Bay area. There have been no significant changes to the regulatory environment with regard to noise since certification of the 1998 FSEIR.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Noise impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included all of the Mission Bay plan area, including Blocks 29-32. The construction noise impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR for standard construction equipment. Noise from pile driving was identified as a significant impact mitigated to less than significant with Mitigation Measure G.1 to implement noise-reducing pile driving techniques. 


The construction vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR. Although the analysis acknowledged the potential existence of noise sensitive equipment in the area, it was determined that vibration from pile driving did not represent a physical impact on people or the environment, and was therefore less than significant under CEQA. A potential operational vibration impact was identified for the westernmost block of North Mission Bay due to proximity to the Caltrain tracks, which was mitigated to a less than significant level by implementation of Mitigation Measure G.2 to assess vibration levels and, if necessary, employ vibration-reducing foundation construction techniques for structure in that block.


Amplified sound was addressed in the 1998 FSEIR with respect to concert events at the San Francisco Giants ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation (implementation of a plan that limits concert events per year and limits the noise generated by these events to a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient levels) that was identified in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR. 


Traffic noise increases were identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR and no mitigation measures were required. Crowd noise from the Giants ballpark such as applause and cheering was assessed in combination with concert noise and found to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures were required for that impact.


[bookmark: _Toc410050840]Setting


Noise Background


Sound is characterized by various parameters that describe the rate of oscillation (frequency) of sound waves, the distance between successive troughs or crests in the wave, the speed that it travels, and the pressure level or energy content of a given sound. The sound pressure level has become the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient sound, and the decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound intensity. Because sound can vary in intensity by over one million times within the range of human hearing, a logarithmic loudness scale is used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and manageable level. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound frequencies within the entire spectrum, human response is factored into sound descriptions in a process called “A-weighting,” expressed as “dBA.” The dBA, or Aweighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement that approximates the range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of different frequencies. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing extends from about 0 dBA to about 140 dBA. An increase of 10-dBA in the level of a continuous noise represents a perceived doubling of loudness. The noise levels presented herein are expressed in terms of dBA, unless otherwise indicated. Table 5.3-1 shows some representative noise sources and their corresponding noise levels in dBA.[footnoteRef:2] [2: 	United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), The Noise Guidebook, 1985, http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/environment/training/guidebooks/noise; divided into chapters with Chapter 1 at http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=DOC_16414.pdf, accessed October 14, 2014.] 



Planning for acceptable noise exposure must take into account the types of activities and corresponding noise sensitivity in a specified location for a generalized land use type. Some general guidelines are as follows: sleep disturbance can occur at levels above 35 dBA; interference with human speech begins at about 60 dBA; and hearing damage can result from prolonged exposure to noise levels in excess of 85 to 90 dBA.[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	United States Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, March 1974, http://www.fican.org/pdf/
EPA_Noise_Levels_Safety_1974.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 



[bookmark: _Toc159848234][bookmark: _Toc410050603][bookmark: tbl_noise_environ]
Table 5.3-1
Typical Sound Levels Measured in the Environment


			Examples of Common, 
Easily Recognized Sounds


			Decibels (dBA)
at 50 feet


			Subjective
Evaluations





			Near Jet Engine


			140


			Deafening





			Threshold of Pain (Discomfort)


			130


			





			Threshold of Feeling – Hard Rock Band


			120


			





			Accelerating Motorcycle (at a few feet away)


			110


			





			Loud Horn (at 10 feet away)


			100


			Very Loud





			Noisy Urban Street


			90


			





			Noisy Factory


			85


			





			School Cafeteria with Untreated Surfaces


			80


			Loud





			Near Freeway Auto Traffic


			60


			Moderate





			Average Office


			50


			





			Soft Radio Music in Apartment


			40


			Faint





			Average Residence Without Stereo Playing


			30


			





			Average Whisper


			20


			Very Faint





			Rustle of Leaves in Wind


			10


			





			Human Breathing


			5


			





			Threshold of Audibility


			0


			











NOTE: Continuous exposure above 85 dBA is likely to degrade the hearing of most people. Range of speech is 50 to 70 dBA.





SOURCE: United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, The Noise Guidebook, 1985.








Attenuation of Noise


Line sources of noise, such as roadway traffic, attenuate (lessen) at a rate of 3.0 to 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equation for cylindrical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. 


Point sources of noise,[footnoteRef:4] including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles or onsite construction equipment, attenuate at a rate of 6.0 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equations for spherical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that noise from line and point sources to a distance of 200 feet attenuates at rates of between 3.0 and 6.0 dBA per doubling of distance, and the noise from line and point sources at a distance greater than 200 feet attenuates at a rate of 4.5 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance, to account for the absorption of noise waves due to ground surfaces such as soft dirt, grass, bushes, and intervening structures.[footnoteRef:5] [4: 	Point sources and line sources are further defined by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as follows:
Sound from a small localized source (approximating a "point" source) radiates uniformly outward as it travels away from the source in a spherical pattern. The sound level attenuates or drops off at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of the distance (6 dBA/DD). This decrease, due to the geometric spreading of the energy over an ever increasing area, is referred to as the inverse square law. However, highway traffic noise is not a single, stationary point source of sound. The movement of the vehicles makes the source of the sound appear to emanate from a line (line source) rather than a point when viewed over some time interval. This results in cylindrical spreading rather than the spherical spreading of a point source. (Source: Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009.)]  [5: 	California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/tens_complete2009RedlineScreenProcess.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 



Noise Descriptors


Time variations in noise exposure are typically expressed in terms of a steady-state energy level (Leq) that represents the acoustical energy of a given measurement. Leq is used to describe noise over a specified period of time, in terms of a single numerical value. The Leq is the constant sound level that would contain the same acoustic energy as the varying sound level, during the same time period (i.e., the average noise exposure level for the given time period).The L90 is also a noise metric that can be used to describe existing ambient noise levels. Because community receptors are more sensitive to unwanted noise intrusion during the evening and at night, state law requires that, for planning purposes, an artificial dBA increment be added to “quiet time” noise levels to form a 24hour noise descriptor called the day-night noise level (DNL). DNL adds a 10dBA penalty during the night hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). The maximum noise level (Lmax) is the maximum instantaneous noise level measured during the measurement period of interest.


Health Effects of Environmental Noise


The World Health Organization (WHO) is perhaps the best source of current knowledge regarding the health effects of noise impacts because European nations have continued to study noise and its health effects, while the United States Environmental Protection Agency all but eliminated its noise investigation and control program in the 1970s.[footnoteRef:6] According to WHO, sleep disturbance can occur when continuous indoor noise levels exceed 30 dBA or when intermittent interior noise levels reach 45 dBA, particularly if background noise is low. With a bedroom window slightly open (a reduction from outside to inside of 15 dB), the WHO criteria suggest that exterior continuous (ambient) nighttime noise levels should be 45 dBA or below, and short-term events should not generate noise in excess of 60 dBA. WHO also notes that maintaining noise levels within the recommended levels during the first part of the night is believed to be effective for the ability of people to initially fall asleep.[footnoteRef:7] [6: 	The San Francisco General Plan Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise, presented below in Figure 5.3-2, were created during the same era.]  [7: 	World Health Organization, Guidelines for Community Noise, Geneva, 1999, http://www.who.int/ docstore/peh/noise/guidelines2.html, accessed July 9, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2007.0903E.] 



Other potential health effects of noise identified by WHO include decreased performance for complex cognitive tasks, such as reading, attention span, problem solving, and memorization; physiological effects such as hypertension and heart disease (after many years of constant exposure, often by workers, to high noise levels); and hearing impairment (again, generally after long-term occupational exposure, although shorter-term exposure to very high noise levels, for example, exposure several times a year to concert noise at 100 dBA, can also damage hearing). Finally, noise can cause annoyance and can trigger emotional reactions like anger, depression, and anxiety. WHO reports that, during daytime hours, few people are seriously annoyed by activities with noise levels below 55 dBA or moderately annoyed with noise levels below 50 dBA.


Vehicle traffic and continuous sources of machinery and mechanical noise contribute to ambient noise levels. Short-term noise sources, such as truck backup beepers, the crashing of material being loaded or unloaded, car doors slamming, and engines revving outside a nightclub, contribute very little to 24-hour noise levels but are capable of causing sleep disturbance and severe annoyance. The importance of noise to receptors depends on both time and context. For example, long-term high noise levels from large traffic volumes can make conversation at a normal voice level difficult or impossible, while short-term peak noise levels, if they occur at night, can disturb sleep.


Existing Noise Environment


Long-term environmental noise in urbanized areas is primarily dependent on vehicle traffic volumes and the mix of vehicle types. The existing ambient noise environment within the project area is dominated by vehicular traffic on Third Street and 16th Street. The San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) operated light rail service along Third Street contributes to the local noise environment. Sporting events and occasional outdoor concerts at AT&T Park totaling more than 82 events per year generate vehicle traffic that is routed south along Third Street, Illinois Street (south of Mariposa Street), and Terry A. Francois Boulevard in the area, resulting in increased periods of traffic-related noise before and particularly after events. Additionally, the newly operational UCSF Hospital, southwest of the project site on Third Street operates a helipad to accept transfers of critically ill persons from community hospitals to UCSF for the medical care. Neither the Muni light rail nor the AT&T Park were in operation at the time of certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, although both were discussed in the cumulative noise analysis.


The San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) has mapped transportation noise throughout the City and County of San Francisco, based on modeled baseline traffic volumes derived from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority travel demand model.[footnoteRef:8] DPH maps indicate the areas subject to noise levels over 60 dBA (DNL) and the range of DNL noise levels that occur on every street in San Francisco. The portions of these maps that cover the project area indicate that areas nearest Third Street between Channel Street and 16th Street experience roadway noise levels in excess of 70 dBA (DNL), while noise levels along Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street are generally between 65 and 70 dBA (DNL). [8: 	San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), San Francisco City-wide Noise Map, August 2006, Available online at http://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/ehsPublsdocs/Noise/noisemap2.pdf Accessed April 30, 2013. ] 



Ambient Noise Measurements


Ambient long-term (24-hour) and short-term (15-minute) noise measurement data were collected in October of 2014 and April of 2015 in the project area to characterize noise conditions at locations in the project area; noise measurement locations are shown in Figure 5.3-1. To characterize ambient noise in the project area, short-term measurement data were collected at locations where residential and hospital land uses exist near the project site (Madrone Mission Bay residential towers on Mission Bay Boulevard North; and the new UCSF hospital southwest of the project site on Third Street), as described in Table 5.3-2. Long-term noise data were collected for the residential land use nearest the project site—the UCSF housing development (Hearst Tower)—located northwest of the project site on Third Street, and are presented in Table 5.3-3.
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Short-Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Time


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Hourly Leq


			L90


			Lmax





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			3:10- 3:35 p.m.


			70.1


			59


			88.9





			2.	UCSF Hospital 560 feet southwest of the Project site


			8:56 – 9:11 a.m.


			67.0


			61


			81.2











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level; Lmax is the maximum noise level.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014, 2015.
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Long- Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Day-Night Noise level (DNL)


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Daytime hourly average Leq


			Daytime hourly average L90


			Nighttime hourly average Leq


			Nighttime hourly average L90





			3a.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
No Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site 


			75


			71


			61


			68


			55





			3b.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
With Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site


			75


			71


			61


			68


			56











NOTE:	See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Nighttime noise levels represented are for the hours between 10:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. as the hours most likely to be affected by crowd egress from future events.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.








The long term measurements were collected over a two-day period reflecting conditions both with and without a San Francisco Giants baseball game occurring at AT&T Park. As indicated in Table 5.3-3, the occurrence of the SF Giants game did not meaningfully affect the noise levels averaged over the 15 daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) or the 9 nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Data indicate that the SF Giants game traffic predominantly affects the hour after the 



Figure 5.3-1
Noise Measurement Locations



end of the game by increasing noise levels approximately 2.9 dBA, while noise levels for the hours prior to the game are not noticeably increased.


Vibration Background


Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Several different methods are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV is most frequently used to describe physical vibration impacts on buildings. Typically, groundborne vibration generated by human activities attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. Sensitive receptors to vibration include people (especially residents, the elderly, and sick people), structures (especially older masonry structures), and vibration-sensitive equipment.


Another useful vibration descriptor is known as vibration decibels or VdBs. VdBs are generally used when evaluating human response to vibration, as opposed to structural damage (for which PPV is the more commonly used descriptor). Vibration decibels are established relative to a reference quantity, typically 1 x 10-6 inches per second.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006. ] 



Sources of vibration in the project area primarily consist of Muni streetcars traveling along Third Street. Most motor vehicles and trucks have independent suspension systems that substantially reduce if not eliminate vibration generation, barring discontinuities in the roadway.


Sensitive Receptors


Sensitive receptors for noise are generally considered to include hospitals, nursing homes, senior citizen centers, schools, churches, libraries, and residences. The sensitive receptors nearest to the project site are residential and hospital uses, as identified in Table 5.3-4. The nearest library to the project site is 1,300 feet away on Owens Street; the nearest church is 3,100 feet away, and the closest school (El-Hi) is 2,800 feet away. The future Mission Bay school site is 1,900 feet away. 
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Sensitive Noise Receptors in the Project Area


			Receptor Type 


			Distance from Project Area 





			Residential: UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 (Hearst Tower)


			200 feet northwest





			Residential: Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers


			800 feet to the north, on Mission Bay Boulevard North





			UCSF Hospital: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital facility at Mission Bay, plus the UCSF Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital and the UCSF Bakar Cancer Hospital


			560 feet to the southwest of the proposed Project











SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.





[bookmark: _Toc410050841]Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


HUD Noise Abatement and Control


The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) environmental noise regulations are set forth in 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B, Noise Abatement and Control. According to the regulations, “It is HUD’s general policy to provide minimum national standards applicable to HUD programs to protect citizens against excessive noise in their communities and places of residence.”[footnoteRef:10] These regulations include criteria for assessing whether a HUD project is suitable for a particular site, given the background noise levels. HUD has defined the suitability of a site for new housing construction based on existing noise levels as follows:  [10: 	HUD, Noise Abatement and Control, 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B. ] 



· Acceptable—65 dB day-night average sound level (DNL) or less; 


· Normally unacceptable—Exceeding 65 dB DNL but not exceeding 75 dB DNL; and 


· Unacceptable—Exceeding 75 dB DNL.


The HUD regulations also include a goal (not a standard) that interior noise levels not exceed 45 dB DNL.[footnoteRef:11] Sound attenuating features such as barriers or sound attenuating building materials shall be used to achieve the interior noise goal where feasible. Standard building construction generally provides 20 dB DNL of sound attenuation; therefore, if the exterior noise environment is classified as “acceptable,” according to HUD standards, the interior noise environment should not exceed 45 dB DNL. The HUD regulations also encourage the use of quieter construction equipment and methods.[footnoteRef:12] [11: 	24 CFR, Section 51.103(c)]  [12: 	24 CFR, Section 51.101(7)] 



Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) develops noise exposure maps that use average annual DNL noise contours around the airport as the primary noise descriptor. The FAA states that all land uses are considered compatible when aircraft noise effects are less than 65 decibels (dB) DNL. San Francisco International Airport is approximately seven miles south, and Oakland International Airport is approximately nine miles east, of the project site. The project site is outside the 55 dB CNEL noise contour of both airports.[footnoteRef:13] [13: 	San Francisco International Airport, Aircraft Noise Abatement Office, Mapping Tools, Internet Web Site: http://www.flyquietsfo.com/mapping_tools.asp, Accessed July 9, 2013, and Oakland International Airport, Fourth Quarter 2008 Noise Contours. Internet website: http://www2.oaklandairport.com/noise/pdfs/
2008_Annual_Noise_Contour_Map.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013, March 2009.] 







State Regulations


State regulations include requirements for the construction of new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings that are intended to limit the extent of noise transmitted into habitable spaces. These requirements are collectively known as the California Noise Insulation Standards and are found in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.


The State of California updated its Building Code requirements with respect to sound transmission, effective January 2014. Section 1207 of the California Building Code (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) establishes material requirements in terms of sound transmission class (STC) [footnoteRef:14] rating of 50 for all common interior walls and floor/ceiling assemblies between adjacent dwelling units or between dwelling units and adjacent public area. The previous code requirements (before 2014) set an interior performance standard of 45 dBA from exterior noise sources. This requirement will be re-instated in July of 2015. [14: 	The STC is used as a measure of a materials ability to reduce sound. The STC is equal to the number of decibels a sound is reduced as it passes through a material. ] 



Local Regulations


San Francisco General Plan


Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise


The Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan contains Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise.[footnoteRef:15] These guidelines, which are similar to but differ somewhat from state guidelines promulgated by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, indicate maximum acceptable exterior noise levels for various newly developed land uses. The City’s guidelines, which are presented in Figure 5.3-2, indicate exterior noise levels that might be inappropriate for sensitive land uses and would therefore require additional noise insulation considerations beyond standard practices. Though this figure presents a range of noise levels that are considered compatible or incompatible with various land uses, the maximum “satisfactory” noise level is 60 dBA (DNL) for residential and hotel uses; 65 dBA (DNL) for school classrooms, libraries, churches, and hospitals; 70 dBA (DNL) for playgrounds, parks, office buildings, retail commercial uses, and noise-sensitive manufacturing/communications uses; and 77 dBA for other commercial uses such as wholesale, some retail, industrial/manufacturing, transportation, communications, and utilities. If these uses are proposed to be located in areas with noise levels that exceed these guidelines, a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements will normally be necessary prior to final review and approval.  [15: 	City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, adopted on June 27, 1996, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/index.htm, accessed July 9, 2013.] 
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Noise-Related Policies


The following policies of the San Francisco General Plan Environmental Protection Element that relate to noise issues are relevant to the proposed project:


Policy 10.1: Promote site planning, building orientation and design and interior layout that will lessen noise intrusion. Because sound levels drop as distance from the source increases, building setbacks can play an important role in reducing noise for the building occupants. Buildings sited with their narrower dimensions facing the noise source and sited to shield or be shielded by other buildings also help reduce noise intrusion. Although walls with no windows or small windows cut down on noise from exterior sources, in most cases it would not be feasible or desirable to eliminate wall openings. However, interior layout can achieve similar results by locating rooms whose use require more quiet, such as bedrooms, away from the street noise.


Policy 10.2: Promote the incorporation of noise insulation materials in new construction. State-imposed noise insulation standards apply to all new residential structures except detached single-family dwellings. Protection against exterior noise and noise within a building is also important in many nonresidential structures. Builders should be encouraged to take into account prevailing noise levels and to include noise insulation materials as needed to provide adequate insulation.


Policy 11.1: Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds the noise compatibility guidelines for that use. New development should be examined to determine whether background and/or thoroughfare noise level of the site is consistent with the guidelines for the proposed use. If the noise levels for the development site….exceed the sound level guidelines established for that use, as shown in the accompanying land use compatibility chart, then either needed noise insulation features should be incorporated in the design or else the construction or development should not be undertaken. 


Policy 11.3: Locate new noise-generating development so that the noise impact is reduced. Developments which will bring appreciable traffic into or through noise-sensitive areas should be discouraged, if there are appropriate alternative locations where the noise impact would be less. For those activities—such as a hospital—that need a quiet environment, yet themselves generate considerable traffic, the proper location presents a dilemma. In those cases, the new development should locate where this traffic will not present a problem and, if necessary, incorporate the proper noise insulation.


San Francisco Noise Ordinance


In San Francisco, regulation of noise is stipulated in Article 29 of the Police Code (Regulation of Noise), which states that the City’s policy is to prohibit unnecessary, excessive, and offensive noises from all sources subject to police power. Sections 2907 and 2908 of Article 29 regulate construction equipment and construction work at night, while Section 2909 provides for limits on stationary-source noise from machinery and equipment. Sections 2907 and 2908 are enforced by the Department of Building Inspection, and Section 2909 is enforced by the Department of Public Health. Summaries of these and other relevant sections are presented below.


Sections Regulating Construction Noise


Sections 2907(a) and (b) of the Police Code state that it shall be unlawful for any person, including the City and County of San Francisco, to operate any powered construction equipment, regardless of age or date of acquisition, if the operation of such equipment emits noise at a level in excess of 80 dBA when measured at a distance of 100 feet from such equipment, or an equivalent sound level at some other convenient distance. Exemptions from this requirement include:


· Impact tools and equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation; and


· Pavement breakers and jackhammers equipped with acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation.


Section 2908 prohibits any person, between the hours of 8:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, from erecting, constructing, demolishing, excavating for, altering, or repairing any building or structure if the noise level created is in excess of the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the nearest property line unless a special permit has been applied for and granted by the Director of Public Works.


Sections Regulating Operational Noise


Section 2909 establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. For example, the noise limits for commercial and industrial properties (Section 2909(b)) provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. If the noise generated from commercial and industrial properties is generated from a licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission, such use shall not produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBC[footnoteRef:16] above the local ambient level at the property plane in addition to the 8 dBA standard. [16: 	C-weighted decibels include low-frequency sounds that are more common to amplified sound/concerts. ] 



For noise generated by residential properties, the noise limits are 5 dBA above the ambient level at any point outside of the property plane of a residential use. The noise limits for public property provide that no person shall produce a noise level more than 10 dBA above the local ambient level at a distance of 25 feet or more on public property. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. None of the noise limits set forth in this section apply to activity for which the City and County of San Francisco has issued a permit that contains noise limit provisions that are different from those set forth in this article. Additionally, the Directors of Public Health, Public Works, or Building Inspection, or the Entertainment Commission, or the Chief of Police may grant variances to noise regulations, over which they have jurisdiction pursuant to Section 2916.


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise, within the City and County of San Francisco and consists of the following regulations:


1. The only sounds permitted are music or human speech.


2. Hours of operation permitted shall be between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.; operation after 10:00 p.m. is permitted only at the location of a public event or affair of general public interest or as otherwise permitted by the Entertainment Commission. 


3. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission, sound shall not be issued within 450 feet of hospitals, schools, churches, courthouses, public libraries, or mortuaries. 


4. No sound truck with its amplifying device in operation shall traverse any one block in the City and County more than four times in any one calendar day. 


5. Amplified human speech and music shall not be unreasonably loud, raucous, jarring, or disturbing to persons of normal sensitiveness within the area of audibility, nor louder than permitted in Subsections (6) and (7) hereof. 


6. When the sound truck is in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 450 feet from its source; provided, however, that when the sound truck is stopped by traffic, the said sound amplifying equipment shall not be operated for longer than one minute at such a stop. 


7. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission for public gatherings, in all cases where sound amplifying equipment remains at one location or when the sound truck is not in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 250 feet from the periphery of the attendant audience. 


8. No sound amplifying equipment shall be operated unless the axis of the center of any sound reproducing equipment used shall be parallel to the direction of travel of the sound truck; provided, however, that any sound reproducing equipment may be so placed upon said sound truck as to not vary more than 15 degrees on either side of the axis of the center of the direction of travel and, provided further, that radial, nondirectional type of loudspeakers may be used on said sound trucks either alone or in conjunction with sound reproducing equipment placed within 15 degrees of the center line of the direction of travel. 


San Francisco Entertainment Commission Permits


Section 90.1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code establishes the role of the San Francisco Entertainment Commission to regulate, promote and enhance the field of entertainment in San Francisco. The seven-member commission has powers to accept, review, and gather information to conduct hearings for entertainment-related permit applications and rule upon and issue, deny, condition, suspend, revoke or transfer entertainment-related permits in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. Additionally, the Entertainment Commission plans and coordinates the provision of City services for major events for which there is no recognized organizer, promoter, or sponsor.


The Entertainment Commission has permit authority over a variety of different permit types including Place of Entertainment permits, Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker permits, and Limited Live Performance permits. Permit hearings require the applicant to provide proof of neighborhood outreach to the Commission. Such outreach must consist of at least two of four types of outreach: (1) presentation to a neighborhood, community or residential group; (2) presentation to the leadership of a local not-for-profit that deals with community support such as housing, at risk youth, health, or mental services; (3) a petition including an appropriate number of neighbor signatures according to the applicants business address; and/or (4) presentation to a business association if no community organization or not-for-profit exists near the venue.


The Commission has also established a Good Neighbor Policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes the following policies that address noise generation (numbering refers to the numbers listed in the Good Neighbor Policy):


1.	Notices shall be well-lit and prominently displayed at all entrances to and exits from the establishment urging patrons to leave the establishment and neighborhood in a quiet, peaceful and orderly fashion and to please not litter or block driveways in the neighborhood.


2.	Employees of the establishment shall be posted at all entrances and exits to the establishment during the period from 10:00 p.m. to such time past closing that all patrons have left the premises. These employees shall insure that patrons waiting to enter the establishment and those exiting the premises are urged to respect the quiet and cleanliness of the neighborhood as they walk to their parked vehicle or otherwise leave the area.


7.	The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


8.	There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police code section 2900.


9.	The establishment shall implement other conditions and/or management practices necessary to insure that management and/or patrons of the establishments maintain the quiet, safety and cleanliness of the premises and the vicinity of the use, and do not block driveways of neighboring residents or businesses.


10.	Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


11.	Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


13.	In addition, a manager or other responsible person shall answer a cell phone for at least two hours after the close of business to allow for police and emergency personnel or other City personnel to contact that person concerning incidents.


Mission Bay Good Neighbor or Construction Noise Policy


The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy regarding construction noise is a standard policy of the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) that applies to all development within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area. It specifies that:


Pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) shall be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays. Requests for pile driving on Saturdays may be considered on a case-by-case basis by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) with approval at the sole discretion of the OCII Executive Director.


City holidays recognized under this policy include New Years Day, Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Day, President's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Columbus Day, Veterans Day, Thanksgiving Day, the day after Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day.
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Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to noise and vibration if it were to:


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels;


· Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


· Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the noise analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, page 59), which also explains that criteria related to public airports are not applicable to the proposed project and why the proposed project would not be substantially affected by existing noise levels. No further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section. However, the potential impacts of noise from the operation of the private helipad at the UCSF hospital are addressed with regard to potential impacts on the project.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Construction Impact Methodology – Noise


To assess potential short-term construction noise impacts, sensitive receptors and their relative exposure (considering structural barriers and distance) were identified. Combined intermittent noise levels from the simultaneous operation of onsite equipment expected to be used in project construction were estimated based on equipment noise data published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), as shown in Table 5.3-5. The sources assessed were identified by the project sponsor as likely equipment to be used during project construction. The roadway noise construction model of the FHWA was then used to predict noise levels at the nearest receptors during both pile driving activity and non-impact construction activity.
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Typical Noise Levels from Construction Equipment


			Construction Equipment


			Noise Level (dBA, Lmax at 50 feet )





			Dump Truck


			76





			Air Compressor


			78





			Street Sweeper 


			82





			Excavator


			81





			Scraper


			84





			Loader


			79





			Tractor/Dozer


			82





			Rapid Impact Compactora


			90





			Auger Drill Rig


			84





			Crane, Mobile


			81





			Forkliftb


			84





			Concrete saw


			90





			Grout-mixing Plant (pump)


			81





			Grandall Forklift


			83





			Concrete Mixer


			79











SOURCE:	Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User Guide, 2006.





a. From  Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, 2007. 


b. From Ventura County Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan, 2010.








Proposed construction activities would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance and the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy limits pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. As long as project construction activities comply with the noise ordinance, construction noise impacts from non-impact equipment would be considered less than significant. If construction activities using non-impact equipment would exceed these standards and the restrictions of the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, then the noise effects would be potentially significant and mitigation measures would be required. 


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not identify any quantitative noise limit standard for impact equipment. To assess the potential impacts related to rapid impact compaction, this analysis employs the general assessment construction noise assessment methodology and criteria suggested by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).[footnoteRef:17] This guidance identifies a 1-hour Leq of 90 dBA for daytime and 80 dBA for nighttime construction noise exposure at residential uses. Commercial and industrial land use exposure to construction noise of 100 dBA is suggested as an assessment criterion. [17: 	U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.] 



In addition to the above criteria, to determine if the proposed project would result in a substantial temporary increase in noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project, persistent construction equipment noise related to an increase of 10 dBA over the existing noise levels would represent a perceived doubling of loudness and is considered a substantial temporary increase in noise levels warranting implementation of construction noise control measures. Consistent with FTA and FHWA methodology, this increase in construction noise is assessed relative to an hourly Leq and also accounts for equipment percentage uses as inventoried by FHWA.


Construction Impact Methodology –Vibration


Vibration impacts are considered significant if they would either result in levels substantial enough to result in damage to nearby structures or buildings, or result in vibration levels generally accepted as an annoyance to sensitive land uses. Groundborne noise occurs when vibrations transmitted through the ground result in secondary radiation of noise. Groundborne noise is generally associated with transit trains through tunnels and underground blasting activities, neither of which is proposed as part of this project, and therefore, this analysis is focused on groundborne vibration. 


The local regulations of the affected jurisdictions in the project area do not address vibration or provide numerical thresholds for identifying groundborne vibration impacts. In the absence of local regulatory significance thresholds for vibration from construction equipment, this evaluation uses the Caltrans-identified peak particle velocity (PPV) thresholds for adverse human reaction and risk of architectural damage to buildings. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second (in/sec) PPV.[footnoteRef:18] For building damage, the threshold depends on the architectural characteristics of the potentially affected structure (see Table 5.3-6).  [18: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 
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Caltrans Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria 


			Structure Type and Condition


			Transient Vibration Sourcesa


			Continuous Frequent Intermittent Vibration Sourcesb





			


			Maximum Peak Particle Velocity (PPV), 
inches per second (in/sec)





			Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient monuments


			0.12


			0.08





			Fragile buildings


			0.2


			0.1





			Historic and some old buildings


			0.5


			0.25





			Older residential structures


			0.5


			0.3





			New residential structures


			1.0


			0.5





			Modern industrial/commercial buildings


			2.0


			0.5











NOTES: 


a	Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls.


b	Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.





SOURCE: Caltrans, 2013.








Operational Impact Methodology


Operational noise issues evaluated in this section include (1) noise generated by automobile and bus traffic that would occur during typical daily conditions with the project and during event conditions; and (2) compatibility of potential future uses with San Francisco Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise. Traffic noise modeling was completed using the Federal Highway Administration Traffic Noise Model. 


Traffic noise level significance is determined by comparing the increase in noise levels (traffic contribution only) to increments recognized by Caltrans as representing a perceptible increase in noise levels. Additionally, it is widely accepted methodology by both FTA[footnoteRef:19] and the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON)[footnoteRef:20] that thresholds should be more stringent for environments that are already noise impacted. Consequently, for noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 3 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.[footnoteRef:21] [19: 	Ibid.]  [20: 	Federal Interagency Committee on Noise, Federal Agency Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues, August 1992.]  [21: 	Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, September 2013, p. 2-44.] 



Operational noise from non-transportation sources such as egress of patrons from events or sound amplification equipment in common areas are assessed based on noise increases of 8 dBA (for noise generated by commercial uses) over existing ambient (L90) levels and any applicable restrictions of the City’s noise ordinance and Police Code. Although these operational noise increases would be of limited duration, they would be expected to occur throughout the life of the project and are therefore considered permanent changes in noise conditions. 


The proposed project would not introduce new operational vibration sources (e.g., impact equipment, streetcar and rail operations, and blasting activities), and therefore, there would be no operational vibration impacts, and operational vibration is not discussed further.


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Cumulative Construction Impact Methodology


Cumulative construction noise impacts are assessed by review of the cumulative project list for proposed projects that could be constructed at the same time as the proposed project and are within close enough proximity (within 1,000 feet) to make a meaningful contribution to the construction noise impact of the proposed project. An approximation is made of the cumulative construction sound levels based on the Roadway Noise Construction Model and compared to FTA criteria for construction discussed above.


Cumulative Operations Impact Methodology


Cumulative operational noise impacts are assessed by modeling cumulative plus project roadside noise levels and comparing the results with existing modeled roadside noise levels and to Caltrans perceptibility criteria discussed above.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact NO-1: Construction of the proposed project would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. (Less than Significant)


Construction activities for the proposed project are expected to occur over a 26-month period between 2015 and 2017. Construction phases would include demolition, site preparation, excavation and soil stabilization, augering and casting of piles, placement of infrastructure, placement of foundations for structures, and fabrication of structures. Demolition and construction activities would require the use of heavy trucks, material loaders, cranes, concrete saws, and other mobile and stationary construction equipment listed in Table 5.3-5 above. Piles would be cast in place into augured holes and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver.


Other Construction Activities. Soil stabilization of the project site would involve rapid impact compaction. Rapid impact compaction is a ground improvement technique that densifies shallow, loose granular soils, using a hydraulic hammer which repeatedly strikes an impact plate. The energy is transferred to the underlying loose granular soils and rearranges the particles into a denser configuration. The impact locations are typically located on a grid pattern, the spacing of which is determined by the subsurface conditions and foundation loading and geometry.


Other construction activities such as general building construction would be less noise intrusive, involving cranes, forklifts saws, and nail guns. Trucks would be used to off-haul demolition wastes, which would also marginally increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. 


Effect on Sensitive Receptors. Construction noise would be similar in magnitude to existing Leq noise levels along Third Street, but greater than existing Leq noise levels along the waterfront. However, land uses along the waterfront are recreational and are not considered noise-sensitive land uses. Thus, temporary construction noise impacts would not cause substantial increase in noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors; this impact would be less than significant.


Demolition/Mass Excavation. Demolition and mass excavation activities at the project site would involve three excavators, three loaders, three scrapers, and two bulldozers as well as two street sweepers and trucks to off-haul material. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. Table 5.3-7 presents the resultant noise levels at each of the receptors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of excavation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050609]Rapid Impact Compaction. Construction of the proposed project would involve use of rapid impact compaction to stabilize soils on the project site. Up to three tractors with compactor attached could operate at a given time over a 3-month period. Using an estimated noise level of 90 dBA,[footnoteRef:22] a mounted impact hammer (which is also rated at 90 dBA) was used as a proxy in the Roadway Noise Construction Model to estimate noise levels from simultaneous operation of the compactors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of compaction noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. Actual noise levels would likely be up to 10 dBA less than indicated in the table, as compaction would occur within an excavation pit and surrounding earth walls would provide additional attenuation of compaction noise, particularly at the western site perimeter where excavation would be deepest. Predicted noise levels from impact compaction would also be less than 80 dBA at any residential  [22: 	Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, June 2007.] 



Table 5.3-7
noise levels from construction activities at 
sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Mass Excavation


			Compaction


			Pile Installation


			Shoring


			Building Construction





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			63.8


			64.0


			67.7


			61.6


			66.0





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site 


			71.2


			75.9


			75.7


			79.8


			73.6


			78.0





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site 


			67.0


			66.9


			66.8


			70.8


			64.6


			69.1











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








receptor and less than 100 dBA at any commercial receptor, which are thresholds suggested by FTA guidance and applied here for impact equipment (since they are not subject to the noise limit restrictions of the San Francisco construction noise ordinance).


Pile Installation. Piles for the proposed project would not be driven with an impact hammer, but rather cast in place with drilled auger holes. Pile installation activities at the project site would involve four drill rigs, four crawler cranes, two forklifts, four excavators, and concrete saws. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of pile installation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Shoring. Shoring activities at the project site would involve two drill rigs, cranes, two grout mixing plants, and two excavators. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of shoring activity noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Building Construction. Building construction at the project site would involve operation of two concrete pumps, two bobcats, four excavators, eight cranes, eight grandall lifts, and a variety of small tools and equipment (e.g., chop saws, nail guns, etc.). This would be the longest phase of construction, occurring over a 21-month period. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the noise contribution of building construction activities at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Cumulative Project Construction Noise. The construction schedule indicates that excavation, compaction, pile installation, and shoring activities could take place concurrently during two months of the construction schedule. This would represent the worst case scenario in terms of cumulative construction noise from the project. 


However, it would be impossible for all four activities to occur simultaneously at the same location (e.g., the nearest distance to a given receptor) and therefore, the cumulative noise level would not be the acoustical sum of these noise levels. To account for the geographic distribution of these potential simultaneous activities, only the noisiest activity (pile installation, due to the number of pieces of equipment) was assumed to occur at the nearest distance to a given receptor. All other activities were assumed to occur at a farther distance of 200 feet from pile installation activities. This adjustment was only meaningful for receptors No. 2 and 3 which are the closest to the project site. Predicted cumulative project construction noise levels are presented in Table 5.38, which shows that noise levels from concurrent construction activities would not exceed 10-dBA over the noise level criterion for any receptor. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050610]Table 5.3-8
Cumulative Worst case noise levels from 
construction activities at sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Concurrent Excavation, Compaction, Pile Installation and Shoring Activities





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			70.9





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site


			71.2


			80.8





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site


			67.0


			72.8











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








Other Construction Activities. During peak excavation activities, up to 400 truck trips could be generated to and from the site per day. These truck trips would increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. Assuming a 10-hour work day, the addition of 40 heavy duty truck trips to the existing peak hour traffic would increase traffic noise contributions by 2.3 dBA along Third Street during peak excavation activities. This would be a less than significant contribution to roadway noise levels.


Summary of Impact NO-1


Construction activities at the project site over a 26-month period would result in temporary increases in noise levels in the project vicinity, which could be noticeable at nearby residential and hospital land uses. Peak cumulative construction activities would occur during a 3-month period in 2015–2016 and during this time, the increase in noise levels over existing conditions would be less than 10 dBA (without mitigation). All other periods of construction would similarly be under 10 dBA. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-1, compliance with the Mission Bay Good Neighborhood Construction Noise Policy.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-1: Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy


The project sponsor shall comply with the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy and limit all extreme noise-generating construction activities to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.


Comparison of Impact NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified construction-related noise impact as less than significant with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 to address noise from impact pile driving. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 requires use of noise-reducing pile driving techniques and restricting the hours of operation. Because the proposed project would be installing piles using drilling and cast-in-place techniques, the project would be implementing Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 as part of the project, and as described above, construction noise impacts would be less than significant. Thus, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 is neither warranted nor applicable to the proposed project. 


Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to construction noise than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact NO-2: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan, noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. (Less than Significant)


Proposed construction would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, which prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. Table 5.3-5, above, presents the maximum noise levels generated by construction equipment identified by the project sponsor as likely to be used during construction. All non-impact equipment would be consistent with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, the project would not generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local, noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related noise impact with respect to consistency with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Consequently, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to consistency with established noise standards than was previously identified.


_________________________


Impact NO-3: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people and structures to or generate excessive groundborne vibration levels. (Less than Significant)


Groundborne vibration from construction activities that involve impact activities, primarily rapid impact compaction, could produce detectable vibration at nearby sensitive buildings and sensitive receptors unless proper precaution is followed.


There are no adopted state or local policies or standards for groundborne vibration. Vibration intensity is expressed as peak particle velocity (PPV), the maximum speed at which the ground moves while it temporarily shakes. Since groundshaking speeds are very slow, PPV is measured in inches per second. The average person is quite sensitive to ground motion and levels as low as 0.02 inch per second can be detected by the human body when background noise and vibration levels are low and levels of 0.1 inches per second are considered "strongly perceptible." The Federal Transit Administration has published guidance relative to vibration impacts (see Table 5.3-6, above). According to Caltrans, new structures can be exposed to groundborne vibration PPV levels of up to 0.5 inch per second without experiencing structural damage.[footnoteRef:23] [23: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 



Building Damage


Rapid impact compaction activities are proposed during the first two to three months of construction. The magnitude of vibration caused by rapid impact compaction is a function of distance from the receptor or structure of concern and the nature of surrounding soils. Groundborne vibration from activities that involve impact tools could produce significant vibration. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicates that compliance with a safe level of vibration with respect to building damage can be achieved provided that the activity occur no closer than 10 meters (33 feet) from a structure.[footnoteRef:24] The nearest structure north, across South Street, and to the south, across 16th Street would be located farther than 75 feet away, while the nearest structure to the west would be over 100 feet away. Consequently, proposed compaction activities would result in less than significant vibration impacts with respect to building damage.  [24: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Human Annoyance


Vibration levels can also result in interference or annoyance impacts at residences or other land uses where people sleep, such as hotels and hospitals. Vibration impact criteria published by Caltrans relative to these land uses are stated in terms of PPV, in inches per second. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second PPV.[footnoteRef:25] [25: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013] 



The closest residence would be the UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower), approximately 200 feet from the project site while the nearest hospital would be approximately 560 feet away. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicated that at a distance of 30 meters (100 feet), cumulative vibration energy results in maximum vibration level of 2.3 millimeters per second (0.09 inches per second).[footnoteRef:26] Because sensitive land uses would be more than 100 feet away, worst-case cumulative vibration levels generated by rapid impact compaction would be below the strongly perceptible threshold. Therefore, due to the distance of receptors from the project site, impacts from vibration with respect to human annoyance would be less than significant. [26: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Vibration-Sensitive Equipment


Land uses with operations that could be considered to have high sensitivity to vibrations include vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing, hospitals with vibration-sensitive equipment, and university research operations. The degree of sensitivity to vibration depends on the specific equipment that would be affected by the vibration as well as on the design of the specific building in which the equipment is located. Equipment such as electron microscopes and high resolution lithographic equipment can be very sensitive to vibration, and even normal optical microscopes can sometimes be difficult to use when vibration is well below the human annoyance level. Existing medical or research uses adjacent to the project site that contain vibration-sensitive equipment could experience vibration levels during construction that exceed 0.008 inches per second (65 VdB) and potentially disturb the operation of sensitive medical equipment. As discussed in the 1998 FSEIR, construction vibration effects on sensitive equipment would be a concern for users of research buildings and could be an inconvenience. However, these users are not considered sensitive receptors, and therefore, construction vibration effects are not considered a significant environmental effect under CEQA. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-2, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations. 


Summary of Impact NO-3


Rapid impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at residential or hospital receptors. All other construction activity would generate lesser vibration levels and project construction vibration-related impacts would be less than significant. However, implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-3, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations, could reduce the temporary human annoyance associated with land uses involving vibration-sensitive equipment during construction.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-3: Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Activities


At least one week prior to the start of rapid impact compaction activities, the project sponsor shall notify owners and occupants within 500 feet of the project site of the dates, hours, and expected duration of such activities.


Comparison of Impact NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR as a result of modern building design and equipment installation techniques. Similarly, as described above, the proposed project would result in less than significant vibration impacts. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to vibration than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Impact NO-4: Operation of the proposed project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Operation of the event center and mixed-use development would result in the introduction of new noise sources, both stationary and mobile, to the project area. Stationary noise sources would include the operation of five back-up diesel generators for maintenance purposes and mechanical equipment as well as the operation of public address systems and amplification equipment not only interior to the event center but also for occasional outdoor performances and events at the proposed Third Street plaza. Mobile noise sources would include increased traffic and crowd egress noise on local streets.


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance contains restrictions on noise from stationary sources, whereas noise from mobile sources is regulated at the state and federal level, generally through manufacturer specification requirements. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not address or establish restrictions on mobile sources. Therefore, the potential for adverse noise effects from stationary sources is addressed in this impact, which is specific to the standards of the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. The potential impact of mobile source operations generated by the project is addressed below under Impact NO-5 with respect to permanent increases in hourly traffic noise levels in the project vicinity and not in this impact.


This impact also addresses land use compatibility of the proposed office and retail land uses with respect to the noise standards of the San Francisco General Plan. The San Francisco General Plan establishes land use compatibility standards for land uses throughout the City for determining the compatibility of new land uses with an existing or future noise environment. Although this represents an assessment of the potential impact of the environment on the project, which is currently subject to judicial review in the State Supreme Court, noise impacts of the environment are specifically identified in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines with respect to noise from airports and private airfields. The nearby UCSF Hospital has recently constructed a helipad, the noise impacts of which is addressed as a cumulative impact under Impact C-NO-3, below. 


Stationary Noise Sources – Generators and Mechanical Equipment


The project anticipates installing on-site generators capable of providing up to three megawatts (MW) of emergency, standby and optional power to the event center in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power.[footnoteRef:27] In addition, each office and retail building would have an on-site generator capable of approximately 0.75 MW, and the proposed food hall would have a generator capable of approximately 0.5 MW, to provide fire and life safety emergency power in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power to those uses.  [27:  	Under such circumstance, the generators would provide power for fire alarms, fire command room, emergency lighting, elevators, smoke control and pressurization, fire pumps, audio system, and certain scoreboard equipment.] 



Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and the standards vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. The limits for noise generated by commercial and industrial properties such as the proposed project provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 


Under the proposed project, all emergency generators would be located within the parking structure on Lower Parking Level 1 and would be enclosed within dedicated rooms inside the lower level parking garage. Consequently, engine noise from generator testing is not expected to generate audible noise at receptors located outside of the event center and office structures. With the exception of emergency conditions during which these sources would be exempt from restrictions of the Noise Ordinance, all of these generators would be tested approximately once a week for less than one hour for maintenance purposes. 


The majority of the mechanical equipment would be located on the rooftops of each office building tower. All mechanical equipment would be either fully screened or located within a fully enclosed penthouse room enclosure. At the lower levels for the office buildings, mechanical equipment would be located within fully enclosed equipment rooms. For the event center, all mechanical equipment would be located indoors within fully enclosed equipment rooms located on various levels of the building. The only mechanical equipment on the roof would be the cooling tower, which would be fully screened on all four sides. Consequently, all proposed mechanical equipment would be screened and located sufficiently distant from receptors to be operated within the restrictions of the noise ordinance.


Under the proposed project, the generators would be located in a subgrade parking garage at a distance of approximately 300 feet from the nearest existing residential land use and are not expected to increase ambient noise levels because of their protected, subgrade location. Thus, maintenance operations of the backup generators and other mechanical equipment would not result in noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance, and the operational noise impacts from generators and other mechanical equipment would be less than significant. 


Stationary Noise Source – Amplified Sound


For certain events, portions of the proposed outdoor plazas may be equipped with video screens and speakers, which would result in increased sound-level generation. This equipment could operate prior to and/or after some basketball games or events at the event center to generate excitement. In addition, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the proposed Third Street plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events that may also involve amplified sound.


Promoters of any proposed outdoor events on the site’s outdoor plaza that would use amplified sound or music would be required to obtain a permit from the City prior to the event. Section 1060.1 of the Police Code requires a permit to conduct, operate, or maintain a place of entertainment, limited live performance locale or one-time event within the City and County of San Francisco. Concerts on the plaza would require the promoter to obtain a Limited Live Performance Permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. 


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code, while generally focused on truck-mounted amplification equipment, regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise. Hours of operation are restricted to between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., unless permitted by the San Francisco Entertainment Commission. As basketball games generally start at 7:30 p.m., operation of video screens and speakers on the plazas prior to basketball games would be consistent with these time restrictions of Article 1, Section 47.2. Operation of outdoor speakers on the plaza would require the applicant to obtain an Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker Permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing as discussed in the Setting section. Notwithstanding this consistency with the Police Code, due to the as yet unknown nature of future outdoor events at the project site, the use of amplified sound equipment would still have the potential for significant noise impacts in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) is identified to ensure that sound levels generated by amplified equipment would be consistent with Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code, which establishes a not-to-exceed (except through a variance) noise standard for fixed sources of noise and from licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission. For noise generated from a commercial property, the relevant noise limits are 8 dBA above the ambient L90 level at any point outside of the property plane of the commercial use. For a Place of Entertainment, the low-frequency dBC criterion would additionally apply, where no noise or music shall exceed the low frequency ambient criterion by more than 8 dBC.


The proposed event center would also host approximately 45 concerts a year, in addition to other events (see Chapter 3, Table 3-3), which would operate amplified sound equipment within the event center. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Entertainment Commission Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities requires permit holders to provide a cell phone point of contact to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided, Design of the proposed event center includes layers of doors and an intervening concourse, which would serve to minimize leakage of concert/event noise within the event center to the outside areas. Additionally, the proposed 160-foot office towers with 90-foot podium structure, and the proposed gatehouse building located on the west side of the site would provide a barrier between the event center and sensitive land uses to the northwest and southwest, which would further attenuate any potential leakage of interior concert/event noise. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future events within the arena, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Noise Exposure of Proposed Event Center and Office Uses


The project proposes development of office and retail land uses, which are generally not considered noise-sensitive uses. Noise monitoring in the project area indicates existing noise levels to be 75 DNL (day-night noise level) at the setback of Third Street (see Table 5.3-3 above). These levels represent the noise exposure levels which the proposed uses at the site would be subject to.


Policy 11.1 of the San Francisco General Plan identifies use of sound level guidelines established for a particular land use, as shown in the land use compatibility chart (see Figure 5.3-2, above). For sports event centers, an exterior sound level of 77 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. For office land uses such as those proposed under the project, the land use compatibility chart indicates that noise exposure of 75 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. Because both the event center and office and retail buildings would be constructed using modern materials and techniques which include ventilation systems and non-operable windows, these land uses would be consistent with the compatibility standards of the General Plan. Consequently, exposure to noise levels in excess of standards in the local general plan would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact NO-4, Operational Noise from Stationary Sources


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new stationary noise sources that would be subject to the requirements of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. These new sources include generators and mechanical equipment, as well as the potential for amplified sound within the Third Street plaza. Due to the proposed enclosed and subgrade location for generators, enclosed location for majority of the event center mechanical equipment, and the rooftop locations and proposed mechanical screens for mechanical equipment for the office and retail buildings, predicted noise levels from proposed new stationary sources would not meaningfully contribute to the existing monitored ambient noise levels in the project area, and the project would therefore be consistent with the restrictions of the noise ordinance. 


The proposed project would also introduce new land uses, and these new uses would be exposed to noise levels of up to 75 DNL. However, modern building techniques and materials as well as inclusion of non-operable windows and ventilation systems would be sufficient to ensure that the project would comply with land use compatibility requirements of the San Francisco General Plan, and this impact would be less than significant.


With respect to amplified sound, either interior to the event center or in open-air plazas on the project site, the predicted sound levels and hours of occurrence would be consistent with the noise ordinance. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future outside events at the Third Street plaza, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) would ensure that noise levels from amplified sound exterior to the event center would comply with the noise ordinance. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b, Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit, would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, regardless of current unknowns as to the nature of future events within the arena. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a: Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound


The project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venues to reduce the potential for noise impacts from public address and/or amplified music. This Noise Control Plan shall contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements for outdoor concerts.


· Speaker systems shall be directed away from the nearest sensitive receptors to the degree feasible.


· Outdoor speaker systems shall be operated consistent with the restrictions of Section 2909 of the San Francisco Police Code, and conform to a performance standard of 8 dBA and dBC over existing ambient L90 noise levels at the nearest residential use.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b: Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit


As part of the Place of Entertainment Permit process, the project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venue to reduce the potential for noise impacts from interior event noise. This Noise Control Plan shall, at a minimum, contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements.


· The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


· There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police Code section 2900.


· Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


· Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


Comparison of Impact NO-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The operational noise impact with respect to noise from generators and mechanical equipment was not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, this project impact would be less than significant, so under the project, there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The operational noise impact with respect to amplified sound was addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to outdoor concert events at the AT&T ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR, which included implementation of a plan limiting events to three per year and establishing a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient noise levels as a performance standard. As described above, the proposed project impact would be similar, so there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact NO-5: Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact NO-4, above, this impact addresses the introduction of new mobile noise sources with respect to the potential for permanent, long-term increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Mobile noise sources include vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise with Transit Service Plan


Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would increase noise levels along existing roadways. Under the Transit Service Plan (TSP) included as part of the project, light rail service on the T Third line would be increased, and three special event shuttles would be implemented, including a 16th Street BART Shuttle, Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle. Increases in noise from traffic on existing roadways are assessed by modeling existing and future roadway noise levels and comparing the resulting increase to standards published by FICON. For noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 3dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.


Increased traffic noise with the TSP was assessed for four separate scenarios, consistent with those analyzed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. First, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions (year 2015 inclusive of traffic from foreseeable development) during the weekday peak hour (4 to 6 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of convention traffic associated with the proposed project. Second, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions during the weekday “evening” hour (6 to 8 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of pre-basketball game traffic. A third scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the weekday “late” hour (9 to 11 p.m.) reflecting the contributions of post basketball game traffic. Lastly, a scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the Saturday evening peak hour (7 to 9 p.m.).


Noise levels were determined for this analysis using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Prediction Model based on baseline and future traffic projections developed as part of the transportation analysis (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation). Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments are presented in Table 5.3-9. Noise levels in Table 5.3-9 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.


5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.3-9
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project with TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			69.7


			1.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.1


			69.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.1


			4.9


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			57.9


			0.4


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.0


			1.4


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.6


			2.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.5


			-0.9c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			63.7


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			62.2


			10.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.2


			6.8


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			63.3


			3.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			64.4


			4.7


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			65.8


			1.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			61.9


			7.2


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.0


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.6


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.5


			2.1


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and egress routing during events.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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As shown in Table 5.3-9, weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along Third Street where noise levels would increase by less than 3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along 16th Street and Mariposa Street would increase by as much as 4.9 dBA. However, the existing traffic noise levels along these streets is below 65 dBA and therefore the applicable threshold would be 5 dBA, which would not be met or exceeded. Thus, the roadside noise impact along these two streets would be less than significant. 


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 10.0 and 6.8 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.2 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant permanent increase in noise levels.


Physical noise mitigation (i.e., installation of noise barriers) does not represent a feasible mitigation measure for these event-driven noise impacts. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of this EIR identifies transportation-related mitigation measures, which would likely not reduce potential noise impacts at most of these roadway segments, where traffic volumes would need to be reduced by half of the projected volumes for noise levels to be reduced below thresholds. Mitigation in terms of rerouting project traffic would have the potential to result in secondary traffic-related impacts or transfer of noise impacts from one roadway to another. Consequently, operational noise impacts during events with implementation of the TSP would be significant and unavoidable, with no feasible mitigation that would reduce roadside noise levels even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified under Impact TR-2 in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise, No Transit Service Plan


Under this project scenario, it is assumed that the proposed TSP is not successfully implemented, thus resulting in higher trip generation (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, for discussion of the rationale for analyzing this scenario). Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would further increase noise levels along roadways used to access the project site beyond the levels identified above.


Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments without the TSP are presented in Table 5.3-10. Noise levels in Table 5.3-10 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.


As shown in Table 5.3-10, without the TSP weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along 3rd Street where noise levels would increase by less than 
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Table 5.3-10
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project without TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			70.1


			1.6


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.1


			69.2


			0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.6


			5.4


			Yesb





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			58.0


			0.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.3


			1.7


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.7


			-0.7c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			64.1


			0.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			61.9


			9.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.1


			6.7


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			65.1


			4.9


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			65.0


			5.3


			Yesb





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.8


			3.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.4


			0.3


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			62.5


			7.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			55.0


			1.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.4


			3.0


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			65.5


			5.1


			Yesb











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This is a significant impact under the no TSP scenario that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along Mariposa Street would increase by more than 5 dBA during the weekday late and Saturday evening hours which would be a significant increase that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour and evening hours, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic, the latter of which would not occur under the with-TSP scenario. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario, post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 9.8 and 6.7 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.8 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant permanent increase in noise levels.


Mobile Noise Source – Crowd Noise


Noise generated by event patrons and retail customers could result in increased noise along surrounding streets, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours (depending on the event timing) and at the end of scheduled games/events when large numbers of people would be departing the event center and walking on local streets to access their transit connections or access their vehicles at local parking locations. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Commission has established a good neighbor policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes eight policies that address noise generation (see Regulatory Framework, above).


A variety of transit options would be available to event patrons under the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, indicates that during the late evening egress hours (9 to 11 p.m.) of a weekday basketball or concert event, over 4,500 people would take transit options and that over 3,000 people would be using the northbound Muni T-Line platform, which is approximately 70 feet from and facing the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building. Observations of current platform occupancy during these hours indicate that fewer than 10 persons are typically present on the platform at any one time. Consequently, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in people gathering in front of the UCSF Hearst Tower housing complex during the targeted 45-minute post-event egress period for approximately 45 basketball games per year and up to 60 additional full capacity concerts and other sporting events per year (see Table 3-3 of the Project Description). In addition to this, there could be smaller capacity family events or daytime conventions. 


To estimate noise levels from departing crowds after an event, noise monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T-Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game at AT&T Park was conducted in April 2015. Short-term noise monitoring was located at a setback of approximately 70 feet from the 2nd and King Street (Ballpark) platform. Although the 320-foot-long Ballpark platform is longer than the existing 160-foot T-Line platform across from the project site, the proposed project would include extension of this platform from 160 to 320 feet (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation); therefore this noise measurement would be representative of future project conditions. However, it should be noted that the measured data from the Ballpark platform also included vehicle traffic on King Street and crowd noise on the north side of the street; consequently, these noise measurements may overestimate the magnitude of the potential impact at the project site. 


Monitored noise levels during the egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90, with an Lmax of 90.2 dBA. These noise levels may be compared to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2014 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the UCSF Housing (Hearst Tower) (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 55 dBA, L90 and Lmax of 89.8 dBA. The L90 data indicates that existing noise levels at the UCSF Hearst Tower residential building during quieter periods would be substantially increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days. 


Given that the residential units in this building are elevated up to 15 stories, shielding does not represent a feasible option to mitigating this crowd noise impact. Relocating the northbound platform away from Hearst Tower would also likely be an infeasible option due to resultant secondary impacts to Muni operations of the T-Line. Consequently, the noise impact resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and unavoidable. 


Nevertheless, it should be noted that these noise increases at the Muni platform would be of limited duration, with post game dispersion rate of about 45 minutes and would only occur on event nights. The project sponsor, as part of its site management practices, would implement the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities, urging patrons to respect the quiet of the neighborhood as they leave the area and providing a phone number to all interested neighbors to respond to complaints. Furthermore, it is assumed that the Hearst Towers have been designed to Title 24 noise insulation standards to mitigate exterior noise levels to a 45 dBA interior performance standard, although this standard would likely not be met if the windows are open.


Other than Hearst Tower, the UCSF Hospital is located over 1,000 feet from the southbound Muni platform and would not be expected to experience a substantial noise increase from crowd egress. An additional UCSF housing building in proposed for Block 15, west of Fifth Street, but this location, while quieter is located over 1,000 feet away from the proposed arena and transit platform and would be shielded by intervening buildings, including the Sandler Neuroscience Building, Arthur and Toni Remberock Hall, and Hearst Tower.


Summary of Impact NO-5, Operational Noise from Mobile Sources


Noise levels generated by crowds prior to, during, and after events is expected to result in a substantial increase in noise levels at the receptor adjacent to the northbound Muni T-Line transit platform, particularly during nighttime egress hours of 9 p.m. to 11 p.m., and this impact would be significant and unavoidable.


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new mobile noise sources that would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events under either the with-TSP or the no-TSP scenarios and even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, as described in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. These measures identify additional transportation demand management strategies beyond those already incorporated in the proposed project that the project sponsor would pursue in collaboration with the City.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact NO-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified traffic noise increases as less than significant and no mitigation was required. The FSEIR also assessed crowd noise in combination with outdoor concert noise (cheering within the outdoor ballpark). Noise from patron egress was not assessed.


Consequently, the significant and unavoidable traffic and crowd noise impact identified in Impact NO-5 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and adjacent to Terry Francois Boulevard. In addition, neither the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building nor the Muni T-line platform were constructed at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR impact analysis.


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-NO-1: Construction activities of the proposed project combined with cumulative construction noise in the project area could cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity during construction. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The geographic scope of analysis for cumulative noise and vibration construction impacts encompasses sensitive receptors within approximately 500 feet of the proposed project site. Beyond 500 feet, the contributions of noise from other projects would be greatly attenuated through both distance and intervening structures and their contribution would be expected to be minimal. Section 5.1, Impact Overview, presents the list of reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity that could contribute to cumulative construction noise, which in particular would include the construction activities associated with implementation of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the Mission Bay campus and other nearby Mission Bay development projects with construction schedules that could overlap with project construction. Some of the listed cumulative projects are sufficiently distant to not meaningfully contribute to construction noise impact. 


Mission Bay Blocks 33/34 is identified as a variant in the 2014 UCSF LRDP and was analyzed as a pre-2020 project. Phase 1 of this 500,000 gsf office development is scheduled to start construction in 2016, which would occur simultaneously with construction of the proposed project. The UCSF LRDP EIR found that at the Mission Bay campus site, proposed construction activities between 2015 and 2019 include new construction at Block 15 housing, Block 33 research building, Block 33/34 parking garage, and the cancer outpatient building. These construction projects, which could occur concurrently, were identified as resulting in a significant cumulative impact on the noise environment in the site vicinity, largely as a result of pile driving activities. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to this already identified cumulative impact, either through compounding the extent and/or magnitude of construction noise in the project vicinity or through extending the duration of construction noise in the project vicinity. UCSF development located at Block 25B (across Third Street) is scheduled for construction in 2023. Additionally, the Cancer Outpatient Building is scheduled for construction starting 2018. Consequently, both of these cumulative projects would occur after completion of proposed project construction and would not combine with the proposed project in a cumulative construction noise impact.


The Uber/ARE project on Blocks 26/27 is estimated to start construction by the end of 2015, and construction could be concurrent with the proposed project. This project is immediately north of the project site, across South Street, and immediately across Third Street from the nearest sensitive receptor to the project site, the UCSF Mission Bay housing at Hearst Tower. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to cumulative construction noise from this adjacent project. 


Additionally, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and development of Bayfront Park, both directly east of the project site are expected to be completed by the time the proposed project is in operation. Therefore, construction activities associated with the roadway realignment and park would likely overlap with construction of the proposed project, further contributing to cumulative construction noise. Thus, even though construction noise generated by the proposed project alone would not result in a significant noise impact, the proposed project's contribution to the cumulative noise impact from overlapping construction activities in the immediate project vicinity could be cumulatively considerable, and a potentially significant impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1, Construction Noise Control Measures, would reduce the project's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. Given that this measure would implement construction-related noise control measures for a project that does not include impact pile-driving, which was the principal activity and focus of the significant and unavoidable finding of the UCSF LRDP EIR, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project's construction noise impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures.


Contractors shall employ site-specific noise attenuation measures during construction to reduce the generation of construction noise. These measures shall be included in a Noise Control Plan that shall be submitted for review and approval by the OCII or its designated representative to ensure that construction noise is reduced to the degree feasible. Measures specified in the Noise Control Plan and implemented during project construction shall include, at a minimum, the following noise control strategies:


	Equipment and trucks used for construction shall use the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds). 


	Construction equipment with lower noise emission ratings shall be used whenever possible, particularly for air compressors.


	Sound‐control devices no less effective than those provided by the manufacturer shall be provided on all construction equipment.


	Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible; this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures, such as use of drills rather than impact tools, shall be used where feasible.


	Stationary noise sources such as material stockpiles and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as possible. 


	Enclosures and mufflers for stationary equipment shall be provided, impact tools shall be shrouded or shielded, and barriers shall be installed around particularly noisy activities at the construction sites so that the line of sight between the construction activities and nearby sensitive receptor locations is blocked to the extent feasible.


	Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be prohibited.


	Construction‐related vehicles and equipment shall be required to use designated truck routes to travel to and from the project sites as determined with consultation with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction (see Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates). 


	The project sponsor shall designate a point of contact to respond to noise complaints. The point of contact must have the authority to modify construction noise‐generating activities to ensure compliance with the measures above and with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not contain an analysis of cumulative construction noise impacts per se, although as a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the construction noise impact of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan as a whole, covering development throughout an area over 300 acres in size, which is essentially a cumulative analysis. As described above in Impact NO-1, the FSEIR identified construction-related noise impacts as less than significant with mitigation to address noise from impact pile driving. Consequently, the cumulative construction noise analysis for the proposed project would have the same significance conclusions as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impact than previously identified. 


_________________________


Impact C-NO-2: Operation of the proposed project when considered with other cumulative development would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Operational noise impacts of the proposed project would primarily result from increased traffic on the local roadway network. Cumulative plus project traffic data were used to estimate the cumulative operational noise increases shown in Table 5.3-11. Significant cumulative increases in ambient roadside noise levels are predicted to occur at three of the six road segments analyzed.


While cumulative noise levels are predicted to increase by 3 dBA or more along Third Street, as can be seen from Table 5.3-10, the project contribution to this increase is less than 1.5 dBA which would not be considered a cumulatively considerable contribution, based on FICON guidance for transportation noise which indicates that noise increases of 1.5 dBA warrant further analysis. Therefore, this cumulative increase along Third Street is not a cumulative noise increase of the proposed project. 


However, a significant cumulative noise increase would occur along Illinois Street during weekday convention events and Saturday basketball events. Additionally, cumulative noise levels along Mariposa Street during Saturday basketball events would increase by more than 5 dBA with the project contributing more than 1.5 dBA of this increase. This would result in a cumulatively considerable noise impact of the proposed project. Noise from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform across from Hearst Tower following the end of events would also contribute to cumulative, long-term increases in noise levels.


Operation of the proposed project would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Cumulative increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)
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Table 5.3-11
Modeled cumulative Traffic Noise Levels 


			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Convention Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			69.1


			71.8


			72.2


			0.4


			3.1


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.8


			<0.1


			1.9


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			65.8


			3.3


			5.5


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			61.9


			<0.1


			2.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			68.2


			1.0


			1.8


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			68.0


			0.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			71.8


			72.1


			0.3


			3.0


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.9


			0.1


			2.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			64.8


			2.3


			4.5


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			62.0


			0.1


			2.2


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			67.9


			0.7


			1.5


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			67.8


			0.7


			2.3


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.5


			68.9


			1.4


			4.2


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street


			65.1


			67.3


			67.5


			0.2


			2.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			57.8


			62.7


			4.9


			8.0


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			58.2


			58.5


			0.3


			4.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			62.4


			64.6


			0.2


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.7


			65.9


			3.2


			5.5


			Yes











NOTES:	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 30 or 35 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. The incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3 dBA with an ambient noise environment greater than 65 dBA.





a	Although a cumulative noise impact would occur along Third Street, because the projects would contribute less than 1.5 dBA to this increase, the projects contribution is not considered cumulatively considerable.





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact C-NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Traffic noise increases were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as less than significant and no mitigation was required. Consequently, the significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic noise impact identified in Impact C-NO-2 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the 1998 FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and Mariposa Street.


_________________________


Impact C-NO-3: Occupants of the proposed project would not be substantially affected by noise from future operations of the helipad at the adjacent UCSF Hospital. (Less than Significant)


Beginning in 2015, the UCSF Medical Center began operating a helipad that has occasional helicopter operations. Because helicopter overflights would be isolated occurrences, their single event instantaneous noise level would be of brief duration and would be greater than ambient noise levels noise contributions, with a maximum noise level of 85 dBA expected (based on a 95 dB single event noise exposure level[footnoteRef:28]). The relative infrequency and acoustical nature of a helicopter overflight noise varies distinctly from traffic generation and other steady-state project noise sources such that the summing of the acoustical energy of ambient noise and helicopter operations is not a meaningful cumulative analysis. In other words, during the brief periods of helicopter overflight, helicopter noise will dominate over the ambient noise levels, rendering the cumulative contribution of other ambient sources insignificant. Therefore, future helicopter noise is assessed as an isolated event. [28: 	The single event noise exposure level, or SENEL is a noise metric that normalizes the sound energy of a single event such as an aircraft fly-over over the period when the sound level is within 10 dB of the Lmax. As stated on Page 19 of the cited report (UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009), the SENEL is typically 10 dB higher than the Lmax for aircraft noise., ] 



Noise modeling for helicopter operations at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay was presented as part of the Final EIR, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.[footnoteRef:29] This modeling indicated that the 65 dB CNEL[footnoteRef:30] noise contour during average day and busy-day helicopter operations extends to the east across Third Street, but does not include the project site. Because the event center, office and retail land uses proposed by the project are not considered noise sensitive land uses and because the 65 dB CNEL contour does not extend onto the project site, the cumulative noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant. [29:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009.]  [30: 	CNEL is roughly equivalent to DNL, usually within 1 dBA] 



Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


An addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared in 2008 that addressed the noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad. This analysis only identified operational noise impacts to residential areas to the south and east of the hospital helipad and mitigation measures were identified to address these impacts. However, the residual noise impact, after mitigation, was determined to be significant and unavoidable for residential uses. The proposed project would not include residential or other noise sensitive land uses, so there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impacts from what were disclosed in the FSEIR and associated addenda.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: More EIR Sections
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 10:51:08 PM
Attachments: 5-07_Utilities_GSW MB ADSEIR2CR.docx


5-09_Hydrology_GSW MB ADSEIR2CR.docx
6_Other_CEQA_GSW MB ADSEIR2CR.docx
GSW_GHG_Checklist_DRAFT_042815CR.doc


Hi all - I think I have reviewed all the sections other than the transportation (saving that fun
for last).   CC-ed Adam to make sure he looks at the GHG section and the TIDF question (he
already knows the issue).  In addition, I noticed the following two things in the appendices
(no other comments on the appendices):


- AQ - the site plan doesn't look to be the most recent (the main plaza is showing 10+
elevation instead of 8)
- Hydro - should the Draft in the Memo title be taken out, or wait for Final EIR?
- Noise - on page 9 and 10 the table runs over - could be formatted to be on on page.


Otherwise, all minor nits.  Great job all!
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5.7 [bookmark: _GoBack]Utilities and Service Systems


Introduction


This section addresses potential effects of the project on existing wastewater and stormwater systems. The existing wastewater and stormwater infrastructure at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was published is described along with changes to the infrastructure constructed by the master developer in accordance with mitigation required by the Mission Bay FSEIR. The impact analysis considers whether project-generated wastewater and stormwater flows would result in the need to construct new or expanded facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 


Utilities impacts related to water supply and solid waste are described in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS). The project’s impacts related to exceeding the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board and on combined sewer discharges, are addressed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Utilities Analysis


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


Wastewater/Stormwater Collection and Treatment


The Mission Bay FSEIR described the City’s combined wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment systems in two different sections of the document, the Community Services and Utilities section and the Hydrology and Water Quality section. The Mission Bay Plan area is located in the City’s Bayside drainage basin, in which combined stormwater and sanitary sewage (wastewater) are collected, then conveyed to and treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) near Islais Creek. At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was published, the entire Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area was located in four sub-basins, with the project site at Blocks 29-32 draining to two of the sub-basins. The north and east portions of the Blocks 29-32 site drained to the Bay sub-basin, and stormwater from the Bay sub-basin drained directly to the Bay, not the combined sewer system. The balance of Blocks 29-32 drained to the Mariposa sub-basin. Wastewater flows from both basins were collected in the combined sewer system and conveyed to the SEWPCP for treatment. Wastewater flows from the Mariposa sub-basin were transported from the Mariposa dry-weather pump station to the SEWPCP via a 10-inch force main. 


Stormwater in the Mariposa sub-basin was directed to the Mariposa wet weather pump station via the Mariposa storage/transport sewer under Mariposa Street, and ultimately to the SEWPCP. During wet weather, the wet-weather pump station system transported combined storm runoff and sewage south to gravity sewers at 21st Street and Illinois Street via a 20-inch force main under Third Street. At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was published, the existing Third Street sewer was inadequate to handle wet-weather flows and the City planned to construct the Illinois Street Auxiliary Sewer to accommodate the flows and transport them from the Mariposa Pump Station to the SEWPCP. As planned, this auxiliary sewer would be a 60-inch gravity sewer extending beneath Illinois Street, between 24th Street and the Islais Creek Transport Storage Structure located at the intersection of Third Street and Caesar Chavez Street. Construction of the Illinois Street Auxiliary Sewer was expected to begin in 1998. 


North of Blocks 29-32, wastewater and stormwater generated in the Plan area drained to the Central sub-basin, which directed flows to the Channel and North-of-Channel storage sewers and ultimately to the Channel Pump Station. From there, flows were pumped to the SEWPCP through a 66-inch-diameter force main. Excess wet weather flows from this sub-basin were discharged to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) via six combined sewer discharge structures.


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported the existing wastewater generation from the Mission Bay Plan area (based on the 1990 FEIR) was approximately 0.072 million gallons per day (mgd), and the existing wastewater volume treated at the SEWPCP was an average of 67 mgd.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


As described below, during the Draft SEIR phase of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the document originally analyzed one approach to managing stormwater and wastewater in the Plan area, but this approach was augmented and revised during the Responses to Comments phase. The original approach included reconfiguring the Central and Mariposa sub-basins of the combined sewer system, constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, and continuing to use the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system for the collection of both wastewater and stormwater. This approach was revised with the inclusion of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 which required design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the City's combined sewer system do not contribute to combined sewer discharges. This mitigation approach is described in Section 5.7.2.3, below. The revised approach, which was ultimately adopted and implemented, involved constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the Mariposa sub-basin as well as directing all stormwater flows in both basins to the separate stormwater systems.


Mission Bay Plan Impacts at Buildout


The Mission Bay FSEIR described major sewer upgrades within the Mission Bay Plan area that were proposed as part of the Mission Bay Plan. The proposed improvements included changes to both the Central/Bay and Mariposa sub-basins of the City’s combined sewer system.


As indicated in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the Central and Bay sub-basins would be reconfigured into one basin as shown on Figure 5.7-1. The reconfigured Central basin would accommodate wastewater and stormwater flows in separate sanitary-sewer-only and storm-drainage–only lines. The sub-basin would extend from about 300 feet north of 16th Street to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek), and would include the northern portions of Blocks 29-32. Sanitary flows from the sub-basin would flow to one of two drainage areas, which would both drain to the 
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Channel Street storage sewer by gravity. Under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, during wet weather, wastewater from both drainage areas would be lifted to the top of the storage sewer to prevent potential flow problems. The separate stormwater system would transport stormwater runoff to four proposed pump stations via gravity. The pump stations would direct the initial 80 percent of stormwater flows to the combined sewer system for ultimate treatment at the SEWPCP. The remainder of the stormwater flows, approximately 20 percent of the annual stormwater flows, would be discharged to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) or the Bay through one of the four new stormwater outfalls adjacent to the new pump stations.


The original approach indicated that the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system would be reconfigured as shown on Figure 5.7-1, and would continue to accommodate both wastewater and stormwater from the southern portion of Blocks 29-32. The planned reconfigured basin would extend from about 300 feet north of 16th Street to Mariposa Street.


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with the original approach to sewer system improvements, the Mission Bay Plan would accommodate the projected increases in wastewater generation and stormwater flows, and Mission Bay plan effects on wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Interim Impacts during Phased Development


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities Impacts section stated that when a specific development plan within the Mission Bay Plan area is proposed, the project proponent would be required to submit preliminary infrastructure plans for review. If the specific development phase were to trigger the need for increased sewer capacity, upgraded sewer lines, or expanded sewer service, the proposed improvements would be described in the preliminary plan, and would require the approval of the San Francisco Clean Water Program [currently part of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)] staff. The proposed improvements would be based on the “adjacency” concept, meaning that the improvements would need to provide adequate conveyance and storage capacity for the phase under development as well as for expected future development to be served by the same improvements. Large scale improvements needed for cumulative effects of development phases would be reviewed by the Clean Water Program staff and could include major infrastructure improvements, such as installation of new sewer lines or a pump station. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities Impacts section reported that infrastructure development of the proposed separate stormwater system for the Central sub-basin would occur with each phase, but would not necessarily be immediately operational. Under the original approach, the Mission Bay Draft SEIR indicated that as part of the Mission Bay Plan and required by Mitigation Measure M.5, all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the original Bay basin (incorporated into the Central sub-basin as part of the project) would be conveyed to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system, to ensure potential impacts to water quality during this interim period would remain less than significant.


Mission Bay FSEIR Estimates of Wastewater Flows


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay Plan would generate approximately 2.5 mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow), or 3.7 percent of the volume of wastewater treated at the SEWPCP at the time of Mission Bay FSEIR publication. For Blocks 29-32, equal amounts of wastewater were expected to be routed to the Mariposa sub-basin via the City’s Mariposa Pump Station and to the reconfigured Central sub-basin via the City’s Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station located at Park P15. The estimated peak wastewater flow to each sub-basin from the project site was 0.289 mgd, and the estimated average flow was 0.096 mgd. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effects on wastewater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant with mitigation because the proposed sewer system improvements under the Mission Bay Plan, including reconfiguration of the Central/Bay and Mariposa sub-basins, would accommodate the projected increases in wastewater generation.


Similarly, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effects related to construction of new storm drainage facilities would be less than significant with mitigation because the proposed sewer system improvements under the Mission Bay Plan, including reconfiguration of the Central/Bay and Mariposa sub-basins, would accommodate the projected changes in stormwater flows.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Approach


Mitigation Measure K.3 of the Mission Bay FSEIR requires design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the City's combined sewer system do not contribute to combined sewer discharges. The master developer adopted Mitigation Scenario B described in the Summary of Comments and Responses of the Mission Bay FSEIR (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253). This scenario meets the requirements of Mitigation Measure K.3 by constructing a separate stormwater system throughout the Mission Bay South Plan area to convey stormwater to the Bay rather than conveying stormwater from this area to the City's combined sewer system. The separate stormwater system is described in the approved Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan. With construction of this separate stormwater system, only wastewater from the Mission Bay South Plan area would be conveyed to the combined sewer system. 


The separate stormwater system adopted and currently being implemented by the master developer includes four drainage zones within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Central sub-basin and one drainage zone within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin.[footnoteRef:2] Stormwater in each of the drainage zones flows by gravity to one of five stormwater pump stations in the locations shown on Figure 5.7-2, including pump station SDPS-5 near the east end of 16th Street, which was not anticipated in the original project described in the Mission Bay FSEIR. When construction of this system is completed (currently under construction  [2:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and Catellus Development Corporation, Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.] 
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and anticipated to be completed in 2015, prior to construction and operation of the proposed project), all stormwater runoff from Mission Bay South will be conveyed through the separate stormwater system and discharged to the Bay and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.5 required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the former Bay sub-basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system under the original approach. However, this mitigation measure is not applicable to the proposed project because stormwater from the project site would discharge to the separate stormwater system being constructed in accordance with the approved Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan as described above.


Setting


Combined Sewer System


Currently, the SEWPCP treats both dry and wet-weather flows from the eastside of the City—specifically the Bayside drainage basin of the City’s combined sewer system (shown on Figure 5.9-1 in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality) — similar to what was described in the Mission Bay FSEIR (see Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a more detailed description). The plant has a dry-weather capacity of 84.5 mgd. During dry weather, wastewater flows consist mainly of municipal and industrial sanitary sewage and wastewater, and the annual average wastewater flow during dry weather is 60 mgd[footnoteRef:3] (a reduction of 7 mgd from the 67 mgd reported by the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998). The wet-weather facilities in the Bayside drainage basin have a combined capacity of 400 mgd, plus the 125-million gallon volume of storage and transport boxes that retain the combined stormwater and wastewater flows during wet weather. Flows in excess of the wet-weather capacity of the Bayside treatment facilities receive flow-through treatment in the storage and transport boxes that is the equivalent of primary treatment. The treated flows are discharged to the Bay through 29 combined sewer discharge structures located along the shoreline. [3:  	San Francisco Water Power Sewer, San Francisco’s Wastewater Treatment Facilities. June, 2014.] 



As discussed above, the Mission Bay Plan included reconfiguration of the combined sewer system drainage sub-basins in the Mission Bay South portion of the Bayside drainage basin. As reconfigured, the northern portion of the project site is located in the Central sub-basin, and wastewater flows to this sub-basin are conveyed to the SEWPCP via the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. The southern portion of the project site is located in the Mariposa sub-basin, and wastewater flows to this sub-basin are conveyed to the SEWPCP via the Mariposa Pump Station. However, since the project site is currently undeveloped, except for a parking lot, there are no wastewater flows contributing to either sub-basin.



Mariposa Pump Station


The 240-acre Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system is divided into two tributary areas that direct flow to the Mariposa Pump Station. Tributary B includes Potrero Hill to the south of Mariposa Street and is outside of the Mission Bay Plan area; this tributary area directs both rainwater and wastewater to the pump station. Tributary A includes areas to the north of Mariposa Street that are located within the Plan area; in this area, stormwater flows are directed to the separate stormwater system constructed for the Mission Bay South development, and only wastewater flows are directed to the Mariposa Pump Station. 


The Mariposa Pump Station consists of a dry-weather and wet-weather pump station. The dry-weather pump station was built in 1954 and has a capacity of 1.2 mgd. Average dry-weather flows to the pump station are 0.425 mgd and the peak dry-weather flow historically fluctuated between 0.8 and 1.0 mgd. With the addition of 0.82 mgd of peak wastewater flows from the approved and planned University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) developments in the Plan area, the SFPUC anticipates that peak flows would exceed the capacity of the dry-weather pump station. To address this need for additional capacity, the SFPUC is planning to connect the 10-inch dry weather force main to the 20-inch wet weather force main, which will increase the capacity of the dry-weather pump station to 3.5 mgd in dry weather conditions on an interim basis until long term improvements can be constructed to permanently increase the capacity of the pump station. [footnoteRef:4] Completion of this connection is expected by June 2015.  [4: 	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ] 



The 10 mgd wet-weather pump station and associated 0.7 million gallon transport/storage structure were built in 1993, and new chopper pumps were installed in 2014 to manage debris that accumulates at the pump station. In the event that wet weather flows in the Mariposa sub-basin exceed the combined capacity of the Mariposa pump station and transport/storage structure (11.2 mgd), the excess flows are discharged to the Bay as a combined sewer discharge after receiving flow-through treatment in the transport and storage structure. This system is designed to achieve an annual average of 10 combined sewer discharges per year, but has historically exceeded this average.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 600, Technical Memorandum No. 603, Collection System Configurations Analysis and Impact on Combined Sewer Discharge, Final Draft. December, 2010.] 



Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station


The Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station was constructed by the master developer  in 2011 and accepted by the City in 2012. This pump station receives only wastewater (dry-weather) flows from within the Mission Bay South area and is equipped with four submersible pumps. It is designed for average wastewater flows of 2.0 mgd and peak wastewater flows of 6.0 mgd; this design capacity allowed for an average wastewater contribution of 0.1 mgd and peak contribution of 0.29 mgd from Blocks 29 and 30 at the project site.[footnoteRef:6] Testing in 2010 indicated that the pump station has the capability of pumping 6.7 mgd, but new testing would be needed to confirm this conclusion. Monitoring by the SFPUC in 2015 indicates that existing average wastewater flows to the pump station are 2.2 mgd and peak flows are 3.3 mgd.  [6:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, 2015. Hydraulic Assessment of Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. February 25.] 



Sewer System Improvement Program


The SFPUC is currently implementing the Sewer System Improvement Program (SSIP), a 20-year, multi-billion dollar citywide program to upgrade the City’s aging sewer infrastructure and ensure a reliable and seismically safe sewer system. Bayside projects currently planned under this program include the Central Bayside System Improvement Project, which will include improvements to provide redundancy to the Channel force main (which transports flows from the Channel Pump Station to the SEWPCP); operational and seismic improvements to the SEWPCP; operational improvements to the North Point Wet Weather Facility; and green infrastructure projects to manage stormwater before it enters the combined sewer system. 


San Francisco Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s)


Municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) within San Francisco are stormwater systems that carry stormwater in a separate set of pipes from the SFPUC's combined sewer system. These MS4 systems do not discharge to the combined sewer system and are operated in compliance with State Water Resources Control Board Water Quality Order No. 2013-001-DWQ, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Waste Discharge Requirements for Stormwater Discharges from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems. The separate stormwater system constructed by the master developer in Mission Bay South is subject to this permit.


As described above, the separate stormwater system for the Mission Bay South area includes four drainage zones within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Central sub-basin and one drainage zone within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin.[footnoteRef:7] Stormwater in each of the drainage zones flows by gravity to one of five stormwater pump stations, as shown on Figure 5.7-2. Construction of this separate stormwater system is scheduled to be completed in 2015. [7:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and Catellus Development Corporation, Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.] 



Regulatory Framework


Please see Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Regulatory Framework, for descriptions of federal, state, and local regulations regarding wastewater and stormwater.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to utilities and service systems if it were to:


· Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects;


· Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; or


· Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that would serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the utilities and service systems analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, pp. 64 through 72), which explains why the proposed project would have a sufficient water supply available to serve the project and would not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements (Impact UT-1). Similarly, the Initial Study explains why the project would not require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities (Impact UT-2); would be served by landfills with sufficient capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste needs (Impact UT-3); and would comply with federal, state, and local statutes related to solid waste (Impact UT-4). Therefore, no further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section.


The criterion related to the potential to exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco Bay Region Regional Water Quality Control Board is addressed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, under Impact HY-1, in combination with the water quality criterion regarding the potential to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. The remaining significance criteria are addressed below.


Approach to Analysis


Construction Impact Methodology


Project construction would not result in a substantial increase in demand on wastewater or storm drainage services over the 26-month construction duration, such that project construction in and of itself would not require construction or expansion of existing wastewater or storm drainage facilities. Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact HY-1a, discusses impacts related to construction dewatering discharge, which is additional detail that has been developed by the project sponsor since publication of the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS). As described in that impact, proposed dewatering discharge options would include options for direct discharge to the Bay under an existing general NPDES permit to ensure that any discharges to the combined sewer system would be within the capacity of existing facilities and would not require the construction or expansion of existing facilities (Have the GSW review this and make sure this is still correct). Therefore, construction-related impacts to wastewater and storm drainage facilities are not further addressed in the analysis below. 


Operations Impact Methodology


In order to determine the project's long term impacts on the capacity of wastewater or stormwater facilities, the impact analyses accounts for the cumulative effects of wastewater and stormwater flows of the project in combination with the flows from past, present, and foreseeable future projects within the same service area. Therefore, the project's impacts are analyzed in the context of cumulative impacts, and a separate project impact analysis is not provided.


Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities: This analysis compares the estimated peak wastewater flows from the proposed project in combination with existing wastewater flows and wastewater flows from the Mission Bay Plan area at full build out to the existing capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and Mission Bay South Pump Station sewer drainage areas as well as downstream facilities. The analysis uses this information to determine whether new or upgraded wastewater treatment facilities, such as pump stations and sewer lines used to convey the wastewater, would be required. If the increase in wastewater flows is within the existing capacity, the impact would be less than significant. 


Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities: The impact analysis assesses the stormwater flows from the proposed project site and considers whether these flows in combination with other Mission Bay South area flows would exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay South by the master developer. If the anticipated combined stormwater flows at project build out would be within the capacity of the stormwater system, the impact would be less than significant. 


Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that it has inadequate capacity for the project flows in addition to existing commitments. This analysis compares the estimated peak wastewater flows from the proposed project in combination with existing and planned future flows to the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and Mission Bay South Pump Station sewer drainage areas as well as downstream facilities. If the SFPUC determines that no new wastewater treatment facilities would be required, the impact would be less than significant.


Impact Evaluation


Impacts UT-1 to UT-4: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-UT-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


_________________________


Impact C-UT-2: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Significant and Unavoidable)


As discussed above in Section 5.7.2.2, Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures, the Mission Bay Plan includes reconfiguration of the Central and Mariposa sub-basins of the City's combined sewer system to collect wastewater and stormwater in separate systems. The northern portion of the project site is now included in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, and the southern portion of the project site is now included in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin, although project-related wastewater flows could be directed to either sub-basin. 


The sewer analysis for the proposed project conducted by BKF Engineers estimates that the daily average wastewater (sanitary sewage) flow during an event at full capacity (e.g., a sold-out NBA basketball game) would be 0.164 mgd, and the daily peak wastewater flows would be 1.074 mgd.[footnoteRef:8],[footnoteRef:9] The preliminary project design indicates that wastewater flows from the project site would primarily be discharged to the sewer drainage area of the Mariposa Pump Station (within the reconfigured Mariposa Basin), although a portion of the flows could be directed to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station located at Park P15 (within the reconfigured Central sub-basin). The SFPUC has determined that improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station, and potentially to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station would be required to accommodate the project-related flows.[footnoteRef:10],[footnoteRef:11] The SFPUC would also need to assess the sizing of the force mains and other piping used to convey the wastewater flows for potential improvements. The capacity issues for these pump stations are due to the increased wastewater flows of the proposed project in combination with the cumulative flows from development projects within these sewer drainage areas that have been identified subsequent to the publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [8:  	BKF Engineers, 2015. Water and Sewer Analyses for Golden State Warriors Arena @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. January 9.]  [9:  	As described in the Utilities and Service Systems section of the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS), the annual average water demand for the project would be 0.100 mgd. For wastewater planning purposes, wastewater flows are directly related to water usage; however, for sizing of wastewater infrastructure, daily peak flows are used rather than annual average flows. While the daily average wastewater flow during an event at full capacity would be 0.164 mgd, events would not be held every day, and the annual average wastewater flows would be similar to the estimated 0.100 mgd water demand. ]  [10:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ]  [11: 	THIS REFERENCE WILL BE THE MEMO FROM DPW ABOUT THE MISSION BAY SANITARY PUMP STATION ] 



Mariposa Pump Station


As discussed above in Section 5.7.3.1, Combined Sewer System, the SFPUC has indicated that with the recent addition of 0.82 mgd of peak wastewater flows from UCSF planned developments, the total existing peak dry-weather flows to the Mariposa sub-basin would exceed the 1.2 mgd capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station. To address this, the SFPUC is constructing interim improvements to temporarily increase the dry-weather capacity of the pump station to 3.5 mgd by cross connecting the dry- and wet-weather force mains. Assuming that the entire 1.074 mgd of peak wastewater flows from the project site would be directed to this pump station, the total peak wastewater flows due to the proposed project in combination with other existing peak flows from development projects completed as of February 2015 would be 3.6 mgd.[footnoteRef:12] This is near the 3.5 mgd capacity of the interim improvements. However, it is unlikely that all peak flows would occur simultaneously and would only occasionally, if ever, reach the total estimated peak flow of 3.6 mgd. Further, the SFPUC anticipates that the small fraction of flows in excess of the 3.5 mgd interim capacity of the pump station could temporarily be accommodated by providing storage in the 0.7 million gallon Mariposa transport and storage structure until peak flows at the pump station have subsided. Use of this, or another equivalent strategy, would be conducted in accordance with the NPDES permit for the Bayside facilities and would be subject to approval of the RWQCB.  [12:  	Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. 2015. Combined Sewer Impact Analysis, Golden State Warriors Arena EIR. February 18.] 



At full build out, anticipated future flows in the Mariposa sub-basin (including the addition of all 4 million square feet of new development anticipated in the recently adopted UCSF Long Range Development Plan) would total approximately 4.8 mgd,[footnoteRef:13] which would result in the need for permanent improvements to the pump station and a long term increase in capacity. In addition, as discussed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, the increased wastewater flows from the proposed project could increase the volume of CSDs from the Mariposa Pump Station which could necessitate improvements to the Mariposa wet weather pump station. The SFPUC anticipates that complete pump station replacement could be required.[footnoteRef:14] Engineering planning and design for pump station improvements or replacement have not been completed, and are preliminarily scheduled to commence by mid-2015. The SFPUC anticipates that improvements might include actions such as enlarging the existing sewer main on Mariposa Street between 3rd Street and the Mariposa Pump Station; upgrading and adding dry weather pumps with potential temporary wet weather pump modifications; upgrading or replacing the dry-weather sump in the pump station; constructing new connections to the transport and storage box structure and rehabilitating the structure; and improving the hydraulic capacity of the downstream gravity sewers, if needed. A new dry weather pump station could potentially be relocated within approximately a quarter mile radius of the existing location. [13:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ]  [14:  	Ibid.] 



Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station


There is the potential that a portion of the project-related wastewater flows could also be discharged to the sewer drainage area of the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. UCSF has indicated to the SFPUC that under full build out of its recently approved Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), UCSF flows to this pump station will be 6.63 mgd, close to the most recently measured capacity of 6.7 mgd. To address this, the LRDP recommends replacing the existing pumps to increase the capacity to 7.34 mgd, although this recommendation has not been approved by the SFPUC.   Additional modifications could be required to accommodate any additional flows from the proposed project site. The SFPUC has indicated that potential upgrades and modifications might include actions such as replacing existing pumps with larger pumps; installing additional pumps; enlarging the pump station wet well and installing associated controls; and modifying or realigning the force main.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  	THIS REFERENCE WILL BE THE MEMO FROM DPW ABOUT THE MISSION BAY SANITARY PUMP STATION] 



Construction of the permanent improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains to accommodate increased peak flows from the proposed project could potentially result in significant environmental effects. Therefore, this would be a significant impact, both individually and cumulatively.


While the SFPUC has conducted flow monitoring to establish wastewater flows at each pump station and provided a conceptual description of the permanent improvements that could be required, the SFPUC has not completed the planning and design of specific improvements or replacement to these pump stations.  However, regardless of the design of the specific improvements, it can be assumed that the pump station and force main improvements would generally be built at or near the same location as the existing facilities (i.e., within the same sewage drainage sub-basin). Standard construction techniques would likely be used and confined within a limited area, with construction lasting for several months to a year. Construction could include activities such as construction staging, clearing and grubbing, limited excavation and grading, foundation work, and construction/installation of the new facilities. Depending on site-specific conditions, groundwater dewatering and material off-haul could be required as part of the construction activities. These construction activities would be expected to result in temporary increases in truck and construction employee traffic, noise, and air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, depending on the site-specific design and location, the pump station improvements could result in physical effects on cultural resources, biological resources, water quality, and hazardous materials. Most, if not all, of these potential impacts can generally be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with typical mitigation measures, similar to those identified in the Initial Study and the SEIR for this project. Long-term operational impacts would likely be less than significant because operation of the pump stations would be similar to existing operations of these facilities.


Prior to SFPUC's implementation of the permanent pump station and force main improvements, project-level CEQA review would be required to identify potential impacts associated with construction and operation of these improvements and project-specific mitigation measures for any significant impacts. CEQA environmental review of the future improvements/replacement of the Mariposa and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains would ensure that measures to avoid or minimize impacts on the environment would be considered in the approval process for these improvements. 


The SFPUC is currently working with the project sponsor to determine the appropriate assumptions for the project's contribution to the required increases in pump station capacity and associated improvements. The SFPUC has indicated that planning for these pump station improvements are currently in progress, but as yet, has not identified a timetable for completing these long term improvements.


Thus, in the absence of specific plans and design for pump station improvements and prior to the completion of CEQA environmental review for those improvements, it is not possible to determine at this time whether impacts resulting from construction and/or operation of pump station and force main improvements could be mitigated to a less than significant level. Furthermore, implementation of any improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control. Lastly, there is uncertainty in timing as to when the SFPUC will be able to complete the necessary capacity improvements. Therefore, because the increase in wastewater flows would require the construction of new wastewater facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects, this impact would be significant and unavoidable. 


It is assumed that the SFPUC will implement the permanent pump station and force main improvements at the Mariposa and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Stations as soon as feasible, but the schedule for these improvements is currently unknown and completion could occur after the proposed project is constructed and operational.[footnoteRef:16] In the event this were to happen, during the interim period, it is assumed that in order to remain in compliance with RWQCB permit requirements, the SFPUC would make internal operational or piping changes to accommodate the project-related flows. The interim system modifications would be subject to the approval of the RWQCB under the terms of the Bayside NPDES permit. Approval by the RWQCB would ensure that water quality of the Bay would be protected during the interim period. Any interim system modifications are assumed to be operational or internal to the existing pump stations and therefore would not result in any physical environmental effects. The project sponsor is currently working with the SFPUC and coordinating the project design to ensure that the City's wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities can accommodate the proposed project during both the interim and long term periods. [16:  	Note that the SFPUC is considering a design/build project delivery model which will expedite implementation of the pump station and force main improvements. ] 



Summary of Impact C-UT-1, Wastewater Treatment Capacity


As discussed above, the SFPUC has determined that under the proposed project in combination with full build out of Mission Bay South, wastewater flows could exceed the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Stations and associated force mains. Therefore, improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains, would be required to accommodate the project-related wastewater flows. While temporary or interim measures to accommodate the flows would not result in significant environmental effects because they would be operational or internal to the pump stations, construction of the permanent improvements could potentially result in significant environmental effects. Because specific plans and design for permanent pump station improvements have not been finalized and CEQA environmental review has not been completed, it is not possible at this time to conclude whether impacts resulting from these improvements could be mitigated to a less than significant level. Furthermore, implementation of any improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control and there is uncertainty in timing as to when the SFPUC will be able to complete the necessary capacity improvements. Therefore, this would be a significant and unavoidable impact related to requiring construction of new wastewater facilities or the expansion of existing wastewater facilities, with no feasible mitigation available to the project sponsor. 


Mitigation: None currently available.


Comparison of Impact C-UT-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that, based on anticipated land uses as offices, the estimated average wastewater flow to each sub-basin from the project site would be 0.096 mgd and the estimated peak flow would 0.289 mgd; this corresponds to a total average flow of 0.192 mgd and a total peak flow of 0.578 mgd. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that, as designed, the wastewater collection systems would have sufficient capacity for these estimated flows and the effects related to expansion of existing wastewater treatment facilities or construction of new facilities would be less than significant. As described above, the proposed project would generate an average daily wastewater flow of 0.164 mgd during an event at full capacity, which is less than what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, but the peak flow is estimated to be 1.074 mgd, nearly twice what was estimated in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section (p. V.M.51) stated that if a specific development phase triggers the need for increased sewer capacity, upgraded sewer lines, or expanded sewer service, the proposed improvements would be described in the preliminary plan, and would require the approval of the San Francisco Clean Water Program (now part of the SFPUC) staff. The proposed improvements would be based on the “adjacency” concept, meaning that the improvements would need to provide adequate conveyance and storage capacity for the phase under development and for expected future development to be served by the improved sewer facilities. Large scale improvements needed for cumulative effects of development phases would be reviewed by the Clean Water Program Staff and could include improvements such as installation of new sewer lines or a pump station. While the Mission Bay FSEIR acknowledged the potential for needed upgrades to the wastewater system, specific upgrades were not identified. In addition, the project-related peak flows would be almost twice what was analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the project would result in a substantially more severe significant impact than was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-UT-3: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would not require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Less than Significant)


Currently, the project site contains a paved parking lot on the north and west portions of the site, and the remainder of the site consists of an undeveloped lot largely covered in gravel, with sparse ruderal vegetation and a depressed area that collects surface drainage. Implementation of the project would eliminate the undeveloped portions of the site and would increase the overall impervious surfaces at Blocks 29-32, thereby increasing the volume of stormwater runoff. 


The project site would be served by the Mission Bay South storm drain infrastructure, as constructed and operated by the master developer,[footnoteRef:17] which will include two separated stormwater systems within the perimeter streets. As described in the stormwater hydraulic analysis prepared for the project,[footnoteRef:18] stormwater flows from the northern portion of the project site would be routed by gravity to Storm Drain Pump Station No. 1 (SDPS-1), which has been designed to handle stormwater flows generated from the planned build-out of the tributary drainage area. This pump station has five high-flow or wet weather pumps, with a combined design capacity of 27,810 gallons per minute. [17:  The initial stormwater infrastructure, including the pump station, is anticipated to be completed in fall 2015, although final completion, particularly the bioswales, is not expected to be completed until 2016.]  [18: 	BKF, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Stormwater Memorandum, January 6, 2015] 



Stormwater flows from the southern portion of the project site would be conveyed to Storm Drain Pump Station No. 5 (SDPS-5) located to the south of proposed project site, across from 16th Street within Park P23. This pump station will be equipped with five submersible wet weather only pumps, one submersible treatment pump, and two submersible dry weather pumps with a combined capacity of 32,500 gallons per minute.


The project stormwater analysis completed for the project sponsor concluded that the capacity of the separated stormwater system is adequate to serve the project in combination with other development projects that would be constructed at full build out of Mission Bay South. Therefore, the project, either individually or cumulatively, would not require the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities nor expansion of the existing facilities, and this impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-UT-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with the sewer system improvements proposed as part of the plan, including reconfiguration of the Central and Mariposa sub-basins and construction of a separate stormwater system, the Mission Bay Plan would accommodate the projected changes to stormwater flows. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effects of implementation of the Mission Bay Plan on stormwater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant.


Because project-related stormwater flows would be within the capacity of the Mission Bay South infrastructure and the project would be consistent with the projected build out condition, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mitigation Measure M.5 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section requires conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the former Bay basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. However, this mitigation measure is not applicable to the proposed project because the Bay basin has been incorporated into the reconfigured Central sub-basin and the project would discharge to the Mission Bay separate stormwater system that has already been constructed.


_________________________


Impact C-UT-4: The project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would result in a determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As discussed in Impact C-UT-2, the sewer analysis for the proposed project estimates that the average daily wastewater flow during an event at full capacity would be 0.164 mgd and the peak wastewater flows would be 1.074 mgd.[footnoteRef:19] The SFPUC has notified the project sponsor that improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains would be required to accommodate the project-related wastewater flows.[footnoteRef:20],[footnoteRef:21] [19:  	BKF Engineers, 2015. Water and Sewer Analyses for Golden State Warriors Arena @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. January 9.]  [20:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ]  [21:  	THIS REFERENCE WILL BE THE MEMO FROM DPW ABOUT THE MISSION BAY SANITARY PUMP STATION] 



As stated above, the capacity shortfall for these pump stations is due to the proposed project in combination with the cumulative effects of increased wastewater flows from other projects in the sewer drainage areas that have been identified subsequent to the publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR. In particular, the UCSF LRDP EIR addressed wastewater flows from the Mission Bay campus.[footnoteRef:22] As stated in Chapter 7 of the UCSF LRDP EIR, UCSF independent engineering studies determined that it is not necessary to replace and/or upsize City or UCSF sanitary sewer conveyance piping already constructed in order to serve the proposed growth at the Mission Bay campus site.[footnoteRef:23] The engineering studies also determined that after accounting for the 0.23 mgd contribution of wastewater from the Mission Bay campus to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station, the pump station would need to have a capacity of 6.63 mgd which is less than the existing capacity. To address future capacity, UCSF proposed the installation of more powerful pumps that would increase the pump station capacity to 7.34 mgd, be of similar size to the existing pumps, and connect to the existing discharge piping.  [22:  	University of California, UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Environmental Impact Report. August 2014. State Clearinghouse Number 2013092047.]  [23: 	The City will need to validate these studies and will also need to evaluate collection system capacities to ensure adequate capacity remains during detailed project design phase(s) of the UCSF Mission Bay Campus.] 



Similar to the proposed project, the planned UCSF Mission Bay campus improvements will discharge stormwater to the new separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay South, but will discharge wastewater to the Mariposa sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system, which is served by the Mariposa Pump Station. The UCSF LRDP Final EIR also notes that average dry weather flows to the Mariposa Pump Station exceed previous projections and the existing capacity for dry weather flows at the time of Final EIR publication, even without flows from the Mission Bay campus. As stated in the UCSF LRDP Final EIR, the Mariposa Pump Station would need to be upgraded and the SFPUC is analyzing temporary measures (referred to as “interim improvements” in Impact C-UT-2) to accommodate flows in the interim period between opening the Phase 1 Medical Center on February 1, 2015 and construction of a long-term solution to increase the dry-weather capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station.


Based on this, the UCSF LRDP EIR concluded that there would be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact because improvements to both pump stations could be required to accommodate wastewater flows from the Mission Bay campus site; construction of the improvements could result in environmental effects; it was unknown whether the SFPUC would approve the upgrades or require additional modifications; and implementation of the necessary improvements is outside of the UCSF jurisdiction. 


Because the SFPUC has determined that there is currently inadequate capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand (as well as UCSF's demand), this cumulative impact would be significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4, Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades, would offset the project's contribution to this impact. The measure would require the project sponsor to contribute its fair share to the SFPUC for the required improvements to the pump stations and associated force mains. However, because the necessary improvements have not been completely defined and implementation of the improvements to the City's wastewater system is outside of the project sponsor’s control, this impact would be significant and unavoidable, with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4: Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades


The project sponsor shall pay its fair share for improvements to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and/or the Mariposa Pump Station and associated force mains required to provide adequate sewer capacity within the project area and serve the project as determined by the SFPUC. The contribution shall be in proportion to the wastewater flows from the proposed project relative to the total design capacity of the upgraded pump station(s). The project sponsor shall not be responsible for any share of costs to address pre-existing pump station deficiencies. 


Comparison of Impact C-UT-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay Plan would generate approximately 2.5 mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow), and it concluded that as designed, the wastewater collection systems would have sufficient capacity for these estimated flows. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that, based on anticipated land uses as offices, the estimated average wastewater flow to each sub-basin from the project site would be 0.096 mgd and the estimated peak flow would be 0.289 mgd; this corresponds to a total average flow of 0.192 mgd and a total peak flow of 0.578 mgd. At that time, the SFPUC had not indicated that there could be inadequate capacity to serve individual project’s wastewater demand within the Mission Bay Plan area in addition to its other known commitments. Therefore, this impact was less than significant as analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


However, as described above, the project would result in a new significant impact not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR because project-related peak wastewater flows would be greater than analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR and subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the SFPUC has determined that the wastewater system would have inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in combination with all development projects that would be constructed at full build out under the Mission Bay Plan.
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5.9 Hydrology and Water Quality


Hydrology and Water Quality


Introduction


This section describes the potential effects of the project on the existing hydrology and water quality in the project area, with a focus on operational impacts associated with changes in stormwater and wastewater flows. The potential for flooding as a result of sea level rise is also addressed.


The impact evaluation in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, pp. 86 through 98) explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on hydrology and water quality with respect to depletion of groundwater and interference with groundwater recharge; alteration of drainage patterns; degradation of water quality; placement of housing within a 100year flood zone; placement of structures within a 100-year flood zone; flooding as a result of failure of a levee or dam; and inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.


Project effects on the capacity of wastewater and stormwater systems, which are related to water hydrology and water quality impacts, are addressed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, of this SEIR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis


Hydrology and water quality setting information and impact analyses were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Hydrology/Water Quality and Community Services/Utilities sections as well as in the Mission Bay Initial Study Water and Geology/Topography sections. Those sections of the FSEIR discuss and analyze a preliminary approach to managing stormwater and wastewater in the Mission Bay South area. However, the approach that was ultimately adopted and implemented was described and analyzed as a "mitigation approach" in the Mission Bay FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (FSEIR Volume III). Information from these sections relevant to the analysis of hydrology and water quality impacts is summarized below.


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


Mission Bay Plan Stormwater Drainage Setting


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology/Water Quality setting section characterized existing drainage patterns and municipal sewer treatment facilities serving the Mission Bay Plan area at the time of FSEIR publication. As presented in that description, the Mission Bay Plan area was located in the City’s Bayside drainage basin, in which combined stormwater and sanitary sewage are collected in the same set of pipes, conveyed to and treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) near Islais Creek, and treated wastewater is then discharged to the Bay in a deep water outfall at Pier 80. At that time, the Mission Bay Plan area was located in four sub-basins, with the project site draining to two of the sub-basins. The north and east portions of the Blocks 29-32 site drained to the Bay sub-basin, in which stormwater drained directly to the Bay, and the balance of Blocks 29-32 drained to the Mariposa sub-basin of the Bayside drainage basin of the combined sewer system. Stormwater collected in the Mariposa sub-basin was directed to the Mariposa pump station, and from there, to the SEWPCP. 


As reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the annual average dry weather flows at the SEWPCP at that time were estimated at 67 million gallons per day (mgd). During wet weather, the SEWPCP could treat up to 150 mgd to a secondary level, and an additional 100 mgd to a primary level.[footnoteRef:2] In addition, up to an additional 150 mgd of wet weather flows received primary treatment at the North Point Water Pollution Control Plant, increasing total wet weather treatment capacity for the Bayside drainage basin to 400 mgd. As also reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, if rainfall resulted in total combined wastewater and stormwater flows exceeding the total capacity of the SEWPCP, the North Point facility, and storage/transport facilities, then excess flows are directed to combined sewer discharge (CSD) structures located along the City’s bayside. These flows receive flow-through treatment (similar to primary treatment) and are discharged to the Bay in compliance with the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). [2:  	Secondary treatment is the treatment of wastewater or sewage involving removal of organic matter using biological and chemical processes. This is a higher level of treatment than primary treatment, which is removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as screening and sedimentation.] 



Mission Bay Plan Flooding Setting


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Water section summarized relevant information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR regarding the issue of potential flooding. The 1990 Mission Bay FEIR indicated that the elevation of the Mission Bay Plan area ranged from approximately +6 to -2 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:3], or 17 to 9 feet based on the 1988 North American Vertical Datum (NAVD88). Groundwater in the Mission Bay Plan area was reported at 3.5 to 9 feet below ground surface, and contiguous with the mean sea level in the adjacent Bay. As referenced in the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study, the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR determined that proposed structures or roadways in Mission Bay placed at elevations at or below 2 feet SFD (9 feet NAVD88), after settling on the site, could be subject to tidal flooding during the 100-year flood event, and that if sea levels were to rise, groundwater levels in Mission Bay could also rise.  [3:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the 1988 North American Vertical Datum.] 



Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


During the Draft SEIR phase of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the document originally analyzed an approach to managing stormwater and wastewater in the Plan area, but this approach was augmented and revised during the Responses to Comments phase. The original approach included reconfiguring the Central and Mariposa sub-basins of the combined sewer system, constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, and continuing to use the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system for the collection of both wastewater and stormwater. This approach was revised with the inclusion of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 which required design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the City's combined sewer system do not contribute to combined sewer discharges. This mitigation approach is described in Section 5.9.2.3, below. The revised approach, which was ultimately adopted and implemented, involved constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the Mariposa sub-basin as well as directing all stormwater flows in both basins to the separate stormwater systems.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Stormwater Drainage


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality impacts section described the proposed Mission Bay Plan’s original drainage plan, which included reconfiguring the drainage basins of the combined sewer, as shown on Figure 5.7-1 in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems. The reconfiguration included a proposed new separate stormwater system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin. Under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, stormwater that occurred within the Bay sub-basin (which included the north and east portions of Blocks 29-32 under 1998 conditions) would drain into the new separate stormwater infrastructure and no longer directly to the Bay. As described in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section, this separate storm drainage system originally proposed within the reconfigured Central sub-basin would divert an initial portion of the stormwater flow (approximately 80 percent of the average annual flow) to the City’s combined system for treatment. Stormwater volumes greater than the initial flows and up to a 5-year storm would be discharged directly to four new storm outfalls (two to the China Basin Channel/Mission Creek and two to the Bay). Volumes greater than a 5-year event would pond or would flow overland. The reconfigured Central sub-basin of the combined sewer system would convey wastewater from this basin to the SEWPCP for treatment. The original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach also proposed a reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin (which would include the southern portion of Blocks 29-32), that would convey both wastewater and stormwater in the City’s combined sewer system.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section indicated that implementation of the Mission Bay Plan would contribute pollutants to the Bay through: (1) the discharge to municipal wastewater effluent from the SEWPCP; (2) the discharge of treated combined sewer overflows (CSOs) (these events are now referred to as combined sewer discharges or CSDs); and (3) the discharge of untreated stormwater. As described below, the Mission Bay FSEIR found that these water quality impacts would be less than significant. As also discussed below, the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4 to address cumulative effects related to an increase in CSDs and water quality effects of untreated stormwater discharges.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Municipal Wastewater Effluent


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach the Mission Bay Plan would generate municipal wastewater and increase the total effluent discharged from the SEWPCP to the Bay by about 3 percent, and result in an approximate 3 percent increase in the pollutant loading to the Bay from the City's municipal wastewater effluent discharges. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that for the most part, the quality of municipal wastewater from the Mission Bay Plan area would not differ substantially from the quality of other City wastewater conveyed to the SEWPCP, and would not materially change the concentrations of pollutants in the effluent. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the effluent increases would be well within the City’s treatment plant capacity, and would not cause a violation of the City’s NPDES permit requirements for its discharge from the SEWPCP. The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that the pollutant concentrations in the treated wastewater would be within water quality screening values, including water quality objectives adopted by the RWQCB. 


However, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) and some commercial or industrial operations could involve the discharge of some pollutants not typically associated with most other San Francisco wastewater, and these sources could potentially discharge chemicals, radioactive materials, and biohazardous materials to the SEWPCP. If improperly handled, these discharges could potentially result in a violation of the NDPES permit. The FSEIR identified Mitigation Measure K.2 in the Hydrology and Water Quality section, which required facilities with these discharges to install sampling ports to facilitate demonstration of compliance with discharge limitations. Implementation of this measure would reduce impacts related to municipal wastewater effluent to less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Combined Sewer Discharges


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, the Mission Bay Plan would increase the average annual volume of CSDs (formerly referred to as combined sewer overflows, or CSOs) by approximately 0.2 percent, and increase the duration of each overflow event by a few minutes. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay Plan would not change the concentrations of pollutants in the treated CSDs. In addition, this slight increase in CSD volumes and duration would not cause a violation of the City’s NPDES permit requirements for the CSDs, and thus, would not adversely affect existing near-shore aquatic biota or water-contact recreation in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay Plan effects of CSDs on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Direct Stormwater Discharge


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, Mission Bay Plan would increase the volume of stormwater directly discharged from the Plan area to the Bay by approximately 2 percent and would also change the concentration of pollutants in the stormwater discharge due to the intensification of land uses proposed in the Mission Bay Plan. However, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that any potential increase in pollutants from stormwater discharges would be very small relative to those associated with municipal wastewater and treated CSDs. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that this increase in volumes and change in pollutant concentrations would not adversely affect existing aquatic biota in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay Plan effects of direct stormwater discharge on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Sediment Quality


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the RWQCB identified China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) and Islais Creek as candidate toxic hot spots for sediment quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, the Mission Bay Plan would increase the volume of CSDs from the combined sewer system to Islais Creek as well as the volume of direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that increased discharges would cause a corresponding increase in sediment deposition at these locations. However, the discharges would not measurably change the physical or chemical composition of the sediment layer, nor affect any determination by the RWQCB to designate China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) or Islais Creek as toxic hot spots. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay Plan effects on sediment quality in Islais Creek and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Water Contact Recreation


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach the Mission Bay Plan would increase CSDs from both the Mariposa and Islais Creek sub-basins of the City’s combined sewer system, which could affect water quality as well as the use of these areas for water contact recreation. However, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that water contact recreation occurs infrequently on the Bayside, and there would be no impact related to water contact recreation.


Mission Bay Plan Contribution to Cumulative Effects


The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that there were no significant cumulative impacts identified from the estimated increased volume and pollutant load of treated municipal wastewater effluent, treated CSDs, and direct stormwater discharges, because there would not be substantial degradation in water quality of the Bay or near-shore waters, no toxic effect on aquatic biota, and no substantial change in sediment quality or beneficial uses.


However, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that due to the lack of conclusive evidence refuting a causal relationship between treated CSDs, stormwater discharges, and sediment quality, the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on water quality of near-shore waters of the Bay from multiple sources of CSDs and direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the estimated Plan contribution (0.2 percent) to the potential cumulative increase (11 percent) in Bayside CSD volumes, and the contribution of Plan-related stormwater discharges to possible cumulative impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4 regarding CSD volumes and alternative treatment technologies for treatment of direct stormwater discharges (described below).


Mission Bay Plan Phased Development Effects on Water Quality from Stormwater


The Mission Bay FSEIR discussed U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Phase II stormwater regulations that had been proposed but not finalized at the time of publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR. These proposed regulations would require the City to develop and implement a stormwater management program to reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater to the maximum extent practicable and to protect water quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the absence of adopted regulatory requirements for a stormwater management program that addressed Mission Bay stormwater quality, and a failure to implement other best management practices (BMPs) to minimize stormwater pollution, could potentially conflict with the intent of the proposed stormwater permit requirements and result in a significant impact.


Mitigation Measure M.5 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section (see Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems) required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay drainage basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. Mitigation Measure K.5 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section identified implementation of an individual stormwater management program that utilizes BMPs for Mission Bay until the Phase II regulations become final and Mission Bay is included in the City’s stormwater management program. Implementation of this measure would reduce impacts to less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Flooding


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study included Mitigation Measures K.6a through K.6f, adapted from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR that required structures in the Mission Bay area to be designed and located in a way to protect low-lying shoreline areas from the dangers of tidal flooding, including consideration of a rise in relative sea level. The mitigation specified that to address effects of sea level rise, specific flood protection and engineering and building analyses must be conducted by a licensed engineer where structures are proposed below an elevation of 1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88). Potential measures identified by the mitigation included setback from the water’s edge, installation of seawalls, dikes and/or berms during construction of infrastructure; reducing the amount of excavation for utilities or basements; and use of topsoil to raise the level of public open spaces. With implementation of this mitigation, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Plan's effects related to flooding and sea level rise would be less than significant. 


FSEIR Mitigation Approach


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on the quality of near-shore waters of the Bay as a result of combined sewer discharges and direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). The Plan’s contribution to this cumulative impact would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4 requiring the master developer and the City to design and construct sewer improvements and implement alternative technologies to avoid increases in CSD volumes and to reduce settleable solids and floatable materials in stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). As written in the FSEIR, Measure K.3 applies to the entire project area and Measure K.4 applies only to the planned separate stormwater system that would discharge stormwater flows directly to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) and the Bay. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253) identified Mitigation Scenario B, which included separating the stormwater collection system and sanitary sewer in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin as well as in the reconfigured Central sub-basin. All stormwater runoff from Mission Bay South would flow to one of five pump stations (shown on Figure 5.7-2, see Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems) via gravity and would be pumped to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) or the Bay after vortex treatment to reduce the total settleable solid concentrations in the runoff. Other methods identified to reduce particulate matter in the stormwater discharges included street sweeping to remove particulates from streets and parking lots. Under this mitigation approach, the separate stormwater systems would no longer divert 80 percent of the initial stormwater flows to the combined sewer system, but instead, all stormwater from the Mission Bay South area would be directed to a separate stormwater system and discharged directly to the Bay. The master developer ultimately adopted and is currently implementing Mitigation Scenario B, as described in the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


The FSEIR estimated that by diverting all stormwater runoff from the combined sewer system, implementation of Mitigation Scenario B would increase direct stormwater discharges from Mission Bay South to the Bay by 107.2 million gallons per year. Because none of the stormwater from Mission Bay South would be discharged to the combined sewer system, this mitigation approach would reduce the total Bayside CSD volume by 33 million gallons per year relative to baseline conditions at the time of Mission Bay FSEIR publication. Implementation of this mitigation approach satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4.


Setting


Combined Sewer System


The Bayside drainage basin covering the east side of San Francisco consists of three distinct regulatory receiving water CSD basins and their watershed associations: North Shore (North Shore watershed), Central (Channel watershed in its entirety and a portion of Islais Creek watershed), and South (remainder of the Islais Creek Watershed and the entirety of Yosemite and Sunnydale watersheds), as shown on Figure 5.9-1. As also described in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the SEWPCP continues to treat up to 150 mgd of wastewater from each of these CSD basins to a secondary level.[footnoteRef:4] During dry weather, wastewater flows consist mainly of municipal and industrial sanitary sewage, and the annual average wastewater flow during dry weather is 60 mgd[footnoteRef:5] (reduced by 7 mgd from the 67 mgd reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998). The average dry weather design flow capacity of the SEWPCP is 84.5 mgd; therefore the existing flows are about 71 percent of the treatment capacity, and all dry weather wastewater flow is  [4:  	Secondary treatment is the treatment of wastewater or sewage involving removal of organic matter using biological and chemical processes. This is a higher level of treatment than primary treatment, which is removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as screening and sedimentation. Secondary treatment is less intensive than tertiary treatment, in which additional chemical and biological treatment processes are used to remove additional compounds that may be required for discharge or reuse purposes.]  [5:  	San Francisco Water Power Sewer, San Francisco’s Wastewater Treatment Facilities. June, 2014.] 
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treated to a secondary level at the SEWPCP. The treated wastewater is then discharged to the Bay through the deep water outfall at Pier 80, located immediately to the north of the Islais Creek Channel in compliance with the current NPDES permit. 


During wet weather (generally October through April), the combined sewer system collects large volumes of stormwater runoff in addition to municipal and industrial sanitary sewage, and the combined wastewater and stormwater flow is conveyed to treatment facilities, including the SEWPCP and North Point Wet Weather Facility, before eventual discharge to the Bay. The combined flows that exceed the total 400 mgd capacity of the SEWPCP and the North Point Wet Weather Facility and the 125-million-gallon storage capacity of the transport and storage structures receive the equivalent of primary treatment in the structures; excess flows are directed to CSD structures located along the shoreline in compliance with the City's NPDES permit issued by the RWQCB.


The CSD structure for the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin discharges to the Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay[footnoteRef:6] at Mariposa Street when the 11.2 mgd wet weather capacity of the Mariposa pump station and 0.7 million gallon capacity of the Mariposa storage and transport box is exceeded (see Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, for a description of these facilities). The Mariposa sub-basin is designed for a long-term average of 10 CSDs per year.[footnoteRef:7] Although the system was designed and constructed based on meeting this long-term average, it is understood that some years are wetter than others. Therefore, the NPDES permit allows the 10-discharge annual average to be exceeded in any particular year as long as the long-term average is maintained at the appropriate level. Historically, the Mariposa sub-basin has exceeded an average of 10 overflows per year.[footnoteRef:8] [6:  	This basin is a surface water body that is an inlet of Lower San Francisco Bay, and is not the same as the Central sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system where the northern portion of the project site is located.]  [7:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 500, Technical Memorandum No. 509, Combined Sewer Discharges, Final Draft. December, 2010.]  [8:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 600, Technical Memorandum No. 603, Collection System Configurations Analysis and Impact on Combined Sewer Discharge, Final Draft. December, 2010.] 



The CSDs from the reconfigured Central sub-basin in the project vicinity are discharged to Mission Creek via six discharge structures when flows at the Channel Pump Station exceed 80 mgd, or when total flows to the SEWPCP from the Channel and Bruce Flynn Pump Stations and SEWPCP lift station exceed 250 mgd. The facilities in this basin are also designed for a long-term average of 10 overflows per year, and the basin has historically reported an average of 10 overflows per year.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 600, Technical Memorandum No. 603, Collection System Configurations Analysis and Impact on Combined Sewer Discharge, Final Draft. December, 2010.] 



Flooding


Some low lying areas along San Francisco’s Bay shoreline are subject to flooding during periods of extreme high tides, storm surge and waves, although these occurrences are relatively rare in San Francisco compared to areas prone to hurricanes or other major coastal storms or to developed areas near or below sea level. In 2008, the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) adopted interim flood maps depicting the 100-year flood zone along the City’s Bay shoreline; the identified flood zones in the project area are shown on Figure 5.9-2. The 100-year flood zone represents areas that are subject to flooding once every 100 years on average or that have a 1percent chance of flooding in any single year. Flooding in these areas has the potential to damage buildings and infrastructure. Due to the continuing development of Mission Bay, some of the areas identified as being subject to flooding may no longer be flood prone when grading is completed to raise building sites above the 100-year floodplain.


As shown on Figure 5.9-2, the project site is not located within a currently identified 100-year flood zone based on the City’s interim floodplain maps. Therefore, this section discusses the factors contributing to coastal flooding and the potential for increased flooding in the future as a result of sea level rise. 


Factors Contributing to Coastal Flooding


Coastal areas are vulnerable to periodic flooding due to storm surge, extreme tides, and waves. Rising sea level due to climate change has the potential to increase the frequency, severity, and extent of flooding in coastal areas. These factors are described below.


Storm Surge. Storm surge occurs when persistent high winds and changes in air pressure push water towards the shore, which can raise the water level near the shoreline by several feet and may persist for several days. Along San Francisco’s bay shoreline, storm surge typically raises the surface water elevation 2 to 3 feet during major winter storms several times a year. Extreme high tides in combination with storm surge can cause inundation of low-lying roads, boardwalks, and promenades; can exacerbate coastal flooding; and can interfere with stormwater and sewer outfalls. 


The degree of storm surge depends on the severity of the storm as well as tidal levels at the time of the storm and is characterized using a return period which represents the expected frequency of a storm event occurring based on historical information. One-year storm surge is expected to occur each year while 100-year storm surge (which represents more extreme conditions) has a one percent chance of occurring in any year.


Tides. Diurnal (twice daily) high tides along San Francisco’s bay shoreline typically range from approximately 5 to 7 feet (NAVD88), though annual maximum tides may exceed 7 feet. The twice yearly extreme high and low tides are called “king tides.” These occur each year during the winter and summer when the earth, moon and sun are aligned, and may be amplified by winter weather. King tides and other high tides can result in temporary inundation of low-lying roads, boardwalks, and waterfront promenades. The Embarcadero waterfront (Pier 14) and the Marina area in San Francisco experience inundation under current king tide conditions.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  	San Francisco Water Power Sewer. Climate Stressors and Impact: Bayside Sea Level Rise Mapping, Final Technical Memorandum. June 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 
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Waves. Waves and wave run-up primarily affect a narrow band along the shoreline where wave energy can damage structures and overtop both natural embankments and shoreline protection structures such as seawalls and levees. The influence of waves diminishes inland as wave energy dissipates. In addition, the Pacific Ocean waves which are generally larger than those originating in the Bay are substantially dampened along the Bay shoreline due to transformation processes within San Francisco Bay.


Sea Level Rise. Seas are rising globally due to climate change, and they are expected to continue to rise at an accelerating rate for the foreseeable future. The sea level at the San Francisco tidal gauge has risen 8 inches over the past century. 


The National Research Council’s (NRC) 2012 report, Sea Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, and Future (the NRC Report) provides a scientific review of sea level rise for the West Coast and provides the most recent regional sea level rise predictions for 2030, 2050, and 2100, relative to the year 2000 sea level.[footnoteRef:11] In this report, the NRC projects that sea levels in the San Francisco Bay area will rise 11 inches by 2050 and 36 inches by 2100 as presented in Table 5.9-1. As presented in the NRC Report, these sea level rise projections represent likely sea level rise values based on the current understanding of global climate change and assuming a moderate level of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions[footnoteRef:12] and extrapolation of continued accelerating land ice melt patterns, plus or minus one standard deviation.[footnoteRef:13] [11:  	National Research Council, Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, and Future. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press, 2012. Available on the internet at: http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=13389. Accessed on October 1, 2014.]  [12:  	Future emissions of greenhouse gases depend on a collection of human decisions at local, regional, national, and international levels as well as potential unknown technological developments. For this reason, future changes in greenhouse gas emissions cannot be accurately estimated, and a range of emissions levels is considered in the NRC Report. Estimates of sea level rise relative to thermal expansion of the oceans were formulated using the mid-level, or moderate level, of predicted changes in greenhouse gas emissions (from a combination of fossil and non-fossil fuels), as well as an assumption of high economic growth; this represents scenario “A1B” as described by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).]  [13:  	One standard deviation roughly corresponds to a 15 percent/85 percent confidence interval, meaning that there is approximately 15 percent chance the value will exceed the high-end projection (8 inches for the 2030 example) and a 15 percent chance the value will be lower than the low-end projection (4 inches in 2030).] 



Table 5.9-1
Sea Level Rise Estimates for 
San Francisco BAY Relative to the Year 2000


			Year


			Projection





			2030


			6 ± 2 inches





			2050


			11 ± 4 inches





			2100


			36 ± 10 inches





			SOURCE: National Research Council, 2012











The estimates represent the permanent increase in Mean Sea Level and the associated average daily high tide conditions (represented by Mean Higher High Water, or MHHW)[footnoteRef:14] that could result from sea level rise; they do not take into account storm surge, extreme tides, or waves, all of which can result in water levels that are temporarily higher than MHHW as discussed above. [14:  	Mean higher high water is the higher of each day’s two high tides averaged over time.] 



In March 2013, the California Ocean Protection Council updated its 2010 statewide sea level rise guidance to adopt the NRC Report as the current, best available science on sea level rise for California.[footnoteRef:15] The California Coastal Commission supports the use of the NRC Report as the best science currently available in its 2013 Draft Sea-Level Rise Policy Guidance, which also emphasizes the importance of regularly updating sea level rise projections as the science continues to advance.[footnoteRef:16] The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) also considers the NRC Report to be the best available science-based prediction of sea level rise for San Francisco Bay. Accordingly, this SEIR considers the NRC Report to be the best science currently available on sea level rise affecting San Francisco for both CEQA and planning purposes. [15:  	State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance Document. Developed by the Coastal and Ocean Working Group of the California Climate Action Team (CO-CAT), with science support provided by the Ocean Protection Council’s Science Advisory Team and the California Ocean Science Trust. March 2013 Update. Available on the internet at http://www.opc.ca.gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/docs/2013_SLR_Guidance_Update_FINAL1.pdf. Accessed on October 1, 2014.]  [16:  	California Coastal Commission Draft Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, Public Review Draft. October 14, 2013. Available on the internet at: http://www.coastal.ca.gov/climate/SLRguidance.html. Accessed on October 1, 2014.] 



Although the NRC Report provides the best available sea level rise projections for San Francisco Bay at this time, scientific uncertainty remains regarding the rate and magnitude of sea level rise. Sea level rise projections beyond 2050 are highly dependent on assumptions regarding future global GHG emissions and future changes in the rate of land ice melting. As a result of the uncertainties inherent in these assumptions, the range of sea level rise predictions becomes substantially broader beyond 2050 (see Table 5.9-1). In recognition of this uncertainty, the State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance recommends an adaptive management approach for development in areas that may be subject to sea level rise beyond 2050.


Sea Level Rise Inundation Mapping


The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), as part of the planning for its Sewer System Improvement Program, has developed a series of maps published in 2014 that represent areas of inundation along both the Bay and Ocean shorelines of San Francisco. These maps use a 1-meter horizontal grid resolution[footnoteRef:17] based on the 2010/2011 California Coastal Mapping Program LiDAR.[footnoteRef:18] The inundation maps leverage data from the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) California Coastal Mapping and Analysis Project, which includes detailed coastal engineering analyses and mapping of the San Francisco Bay shoreline. [17:  	The horizontal grid resolution of a digital elevation model (DEM) defines the scale of the features that are modeled; this is generally the minimum resolution necessary to depict levees, berms, and other topographic features important to diverting floodwaters.]  [18:  	LiDAR (Light Detection and Ranging) is a remote sensing technology that measures distance by illuminating a target with a laser and analyzing the reflected light. LIDAR is commonly used to create high-resolution terrain models, topography data sets, and topographic maps.] 



The SFPUC inundation maps evaluate scenarios that represent the NRC projections of sea level rise in combination with the effects of storm surge. They represent permanent inundation that could occur as a result of total water level rises (over and above year 2000 MHHW) based on daily tidal fluctuations. Each scenario also addresses temporary inundation that could occur from extreme tides and from 1-year, 2-year, 5-year, 25-year, 50-year, and 100-year storm surge. Flooding as a result of storm surge would occur on a temporary basis, during and immediately after a storm event or extreme tide. 


The scenarios used in this SEIR analysis, listed below, are representative of inundation that could occur by the year 2050 and the year 2100, based on the NRC’s projected level of sea level rise and considering a 100-year storm surge:


· MHHW plus 12 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by 2050); 


· MHHW plus 36 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by 2100);


· MHHW plus 52 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by the year 2050 in combination with a 100-year storm surge); and


· MHHW plus 77 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by the year 2100 in combination with a 100-year storm surge).


The SFPUC cautions that its maps represent a “do nothing” scenario, in which no measures are taken to prevent future flooding and no area-wide measures such as waterfront protection structures are constructed. In the event that the City undertakes area-wide measures to protect against inundation in the future, the mapping would need to be revised to reflect the modified inundation areas with construction of these measures. In addition, because the SFPUC sea level rise maps are based on 2010/2011 topographic mapping, they do not account for planned increases in the base elevation of sites within Mission Bay that are provided in the 1998 Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan to prevent future flooding due to sea level rise.


As shown on Figure 5.9-3, the SFPUC inundation maps indicate that the project site would not be inundated with water level rises of 12 inches, which is expected by 2050, even when the effects of 100-year storm surge are considered.[footnoteRef:19] In addition, the project site would not be inundated with 36 inches of water level rise which is expected by 2100. However, when the effects of a 100-year storm surge are considered under this scenario, the site could be flooded to depths of between 2 and 4 feet as shown on Figure 5.9-4.[footnoteRef:20] [19:  	Note that the green zone shown within the project site on Figure 5.9-3 is the open excavation that is not hydrologically connected to flooding zones and would be filled when the site is developed.]  [20:  	Note that greater inundation depths are indicated on Figure 5.9-4 in the area of the open excavation, but this excavation would be filled when the site is developed.] 
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Planning for Sea Level Rise in San Francisco


The City has convened an inter-agency Climate Adaptation Working Group to identify ways to make sure that it is prepared to adapt to effects of sea level rise. Participating agencies include the Department of the Environment, SFPUC, Planning Department, City Administrator’s office, Port of San Francisco (Port), San Francisco International Airport (SFO), Department of Public Works (DPW), Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA), Department of Public Health, and Department of Recreation and Parks. The working group is focusing its effort on the City’s most imminent adaptation concerns, including sea level rise along Ocean Beach and shores, flooding from storm surge and extreme rain events, an increased likelihood of extreme heat, and decreased fog that supports redwoods and local ecosystems. To address sea level rise and flooding, the working group is focusing on efforts to improve the existing coastal flood protection infrastructure in time to prevent significant flooding impacts from sea level rise. The working group will establish requirements addressing proper flood insurance for structures in low lying areas, flood-resilient construction of new developments within inundation areas, and a low-carbon foot print for new developments. The working group is also assessing the use of natural solutions such as wetlands to protect the shoreline. 


On September 22, 2014, the City’s Capital Planning Committee (CPC) adopted the Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability and Risk to Support Adaptation, which was prepared by an inter-agency committee including the CPC, SFPUC, Port, SFO, DPW, MTA, and the Planning Department.[footnoteRef:21] Accordingly, the City’s capital planning program now requires the preparation of project-level sea level rise vulnerability and risk assessments for all City capital projects with a cost of $5 million or more that are located in areas potentially vulnerable to future flooding due to sea level rise. [21:  	City and County of San Francisco Sea Level Rise Committee, Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability and Risk to Support Adaptation. September 22, 201????. Available online at http://onesanfrancisco.org/wp-content/uploads/San%20Francisco%20SLR%20Guidance%20Adopted
%209.22.14%2012182014.pdf, accessed on February 5, 2015. ] 



The SFPUC is addressing sea level rise as part of its Sewer System Improvement Program, and is conducting a detailed analysis of the potential for new and existing combined sewer infrastructure to be affected by sea level rise. [footnoteRef:22] Accordingly, all new facilities will be built using a climate change criterion so the combined sewer system will be better able to respond to rising sea levels. Because rising sea levels and storm surge could potentially inundate the combined sewer system and exacerbate existing flooding from the sewer system, or cause new flooding, the SFPUC is also evaluating alternatives such as the installation of backflow preventers on the combined sewer discharge structures to restrict the intrusion of Bay water into the combined sewer system. [22: 	San Francisco Water Power Sewer. Bayside Drainage Basin Urban Watershed Opportunities, Final Draft Technical Memorandum. July, 2014.] 



Trash in Waterways


Trash is of concern for San Francisco Bay because Lower San Francisco Bay is listed as an impaired water body under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act for trash. Plastic in the marine environment breaks into smaller and smaller pieces and it is eaten—often with fatal consequences—by fish, turtles, birds, and whales.[footnoteRef:23] Aquatic debris threatens sensitive ecosystems and has been documented to kill or harm nearly 700 wildlife species. The debris also interferes with navigation, degrades natural habitats, costs millions of dollars in lost revenue, and is a threat to human health and safety. Most aquatic debris comes from land-based sources including littering, legal and illegal dumping, a lack of or poor waste management practices and recycling capacity, stormwater discharges, animal interference with garbage, and extreme natural events. The growing quantity of single-use plastic packaging contributes substantially to the amount of trash transported to waterways.  [23:  	National Resources Defense Council, NRDC News Brief, Waste in Our Waterways, Unveiling the Hidden Costs to Californians of Litter Clean-Up. August, 2013.] 



Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Clean Water Act – Water Quality


In 1972, the Clean Water Act (CWA) established the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into the waters of the United States and gave the U.S. EPA the authority to implement pollution control programs. The CWA sets water quality standards for contaminants in surface waters. The statute employs a variety of regulatory and non-regulatory tools to reduce direct pollutant discharges into waterways, to finance municipal wastewater treatment facilities, and to manage polluted runoff. The U.S. EPA has delegated responsibility for implementation of portions of the CWA, including water quality control planning and programs in California to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine RWQCBs. Water quality standards applicable to the project are listed in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan), discussed further below under State Regulations.


Section 303(d) and Total Maximum Daily Loads


In accordance with Section 303(d) of the CWA, states must present the U.S. EPA with a list of “impaired water bodies,” defined as those water bodies that do not meet water quality standards. The CWA requires the development of total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) to improve water quality of impaired water bodies. Implementation of this program in the project area is conducted by the RWQCB and is discussed below in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations.


Section 402


Section 402 of the CWA authorizes the U.S.EPA to establish a nationwide surface water discharge permit program for municipal and industrial point sources known as the NPDES program. Under Section 402, the San Francisco Bay RWQCB has set standard conditions for each permittee in the Bay Area, including effluent limitation and monitoring programs. Discharges of stormwater and wastewater from the proposed project would be subject to NPDES permits issued to the CCSF that are described in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations, below.


Federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy


In 1994, the U.S. EPA adopted the Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy (CSO Control Policy), which became part of the CWA in December 2000. This policy establishes a consistent national approach for controlling discharges from combined sewers to the nation’s waters. Using the NPDES permit program, the permittee is required to implement the following nine minimum controls that constitute the technology-based requirements of the CWA and can reduce the frequency of CSDs and their effects on receiving water quality:


1. Conduct proper operation and regular maintenance programs for the combined sewer system and CSD outfalls;


2. Maximize the use of the collection system for storage; 


3. Review and modify pretreatment programs to minimize the effect of non-domestic discharges to the collection system;


4. Maximize flow to the SEWPC and North Point Facility for treatment;


5. Prohibit CSDs during dry weather;


6. Control solids and floatable materials in CSDs;


7. Develop and implement a pollution prevention program focused on reducing the effect of CSDs on receiving waters;


8. Notify the public of CSDs; and 


9. Monitor to effectively characterize CSD effects and the efficacy of CSD controls.


The City is currently implementing these controls as required by the CSO Control Policy and has also developed a long-term control plan to optimize operations of the wastewater collection and treatment system and maximize pollutant removal during wet weather. 


Consistent with the CSO Control Policy and the Long-Term Control Plan, the City captures and treats 100 percent of the combined sewage flow collected in the combined sewer system during precipitation events. Captured flows are directed first to the SEWPCP and North Point Facility for primary or secondary treatment. Flows in excess of the capacity of these facilities are diverted to storage and transport boxes constructed around much of the City, and receive the equivalent to primary treatment prior to discharge to San Francisco Bay. The Long-Term Control Plan specifies operational parameters that must be met in each drainage basin before a CSD can occur, and includes the following long-term average annual design goals for CSDs:


· Four CSD events along the North Shore


· Ten CSD events from the Central Basin


· One CSD event along the Southeast Sector


Although the Mariposa sub-basin has historically exceeded the long-term goal of ten CSD events per year as discussed above, the City is currently meeting these long-term average design goals for the overall Bayside drainage basin.


State Regulations


California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act


The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Division 7 of the California Water Code) provides for protection of the quality of waters of the State of California for use and enjoyment by the people of California. The act also establishes provisions for a statewide program for the control of water quality, recognizing that waters of the state are increasingly influenced by interbasin water development projects and other statewide considerations, and that factors such as precipitation, topography, population, recreation, agriculture, industry, and economic development vary regionally within the state. The statewide program for water quality control is therefore administered most effectively on a local level with statewide oversight. Within this framework, the act authorizes the SWRCB and RWQCBs to oversee the coordination and control of water quality within California.


San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan)


San Francisco Bay waters are under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB which established regulatory standards and objectives for water quality in the Bay in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin, commonly referred to as the Basin Plan.[footnoteRef:24] The Basin Plan identifies existing and potential beneficial uses for surface waters and provides numerical and narrative water quality objectives designed to protect those uses. The preparation and adoption of water quality control plans is required by the California Water Code (Section 13240) and supported by the federal CWA. Because beneficial uses, together with their corresponding water quality objectives, can be defined per federal regulations as water quality standards, the Basin Plan is a regulatory reference for meeting the state and federal requirements for water quality control. Adoption or revision of surface water standards is subject to the approval of the U.S. EPA.  [24: 	San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan), June 29, 2013. Available online at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb2/
water_issues/programs/planningtmdls/basinplan/web/docs/BP_all_chapters.pdf. Accessed February 5, 2015. ] 



The proposed project site is located adjacent to Lower San Francisco Bay which extends from approximately the Bay Bridge on the north to the Dumbarton Bridge on the south. The CSD structure for the Mariposa sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system discharges to Central Basin, an inlet of Lower San Francisco Bay along the City's bay shoreline. The CSD structures for the Central sub-basin of the combined sewer system discharge to Mission Creek which ultimately drains to Lower San Francisco Bay. Identified beneficial uses for Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay and Mission Creek include commercial and sport fishing, estuarine habitat, wildlife habitat, water contact recreation, noncontact water recreation, and navigation. Identified beneficial uses for Lower San Francisco Bay include industrial service supply, commercial and sport fishing, shellfish harvesting, estuarine habitat, fish migration, preservation of rare and endangered species, fish spawning, wildlife habitat, water contact recreation, noncontact water recreation, and navigation.


Impaired Water Bodies and Total Maximum Daily Loads


As described above under Section 303(d) of the CWA, states must present the U.S. EPA with a list of “impaired water bodies,” defined as those water bodies that do not meet water quality standards. The proposed project is located approximately 230 feet inland from Lower San Francisco Bay. The RWQCB has listed Lower San Francisco Bay as an impaired water body for chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, dioxins, furan compounds, mercury, PCBs, invasive species, and trash.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  	State Water Resources Control Board, 2010 Integrated Report (Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List / 305(b) Report) — Statewide. http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/integrated2010.shtml. Accessed on October 2, 2014.] 



The Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay, where the CSD structure for the Mariposa sub-basin discharges, is listed as an impaired water body for the chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, dioxin compounds, furan compounds, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, polychlorinated biphenyls, mercury, selenium, and invasive species. The sediments of the Central Basin are listed for mercury and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons.


Mission Creek, where the CSD structures for the reconfigured Central sub-basin of the combined sewer system discharge, is listed as an impaired water body for ammonia, hydrogen sulfide, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. The sediment of Mission Creek is listed for chlordane, dieldrin, lead, mercury, PCBs, silver, and zinc.


As required by the CWA, the U.S. EPA requires the development of TMDLs to improve water quality of impaired water bodies. The first step of the TMDL process is development of a TMDL report describing the water quality problem, detailing the pollutant sources, and outlining the solutions. An implementation plan, included in the TMDL report, describes how and when pollution prevention, control, or restoration activities will be accomplished and who will be responsible for these actions. The final step of the TMDL process is adopting and amending the Basin Plan to legally establish the TMDL and to specify regulatory requirements for compliance. As part of a Basin Plan amendment, waste load allocations are specified for entities that have permitted discharges.


TMDLs for polychlorinated biphenyls and mercury in San Francisco Bay have been approved by the U.S. EPA and officially incorporated into the Basin Plan. The RWQCB also adopted the San Francisco Bay Watershed Permit (Order No. R2-2012-0096) which addresses mercury and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in municipal and industrial wastewater discharges.[footnoteRef:26] [26: 	San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Waste Discharge Requirements for Mercury and PCBs from Municipal and Industrial Wastewater Discharges to San Francisco Bay, Order No. R2-2012-0096, NPDES No. CA0038849, adopted December 12, 2012. http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_decisions/
adopted_orders/2012/R2-2012-0096.pdf pdf, accessed on October 2, 2014.] 



NPDES Waste Discharge Regulations


As discussed above in Section 5.9.4.1, Federal Regulations, Section 402 of the federal CWA established the NPDES program to protect water quality of receiving waters. The NPDES program requires all facilities that discharge pollutants into waters of the United States to obtain a permit. The permit provides two levels of control – technology-based limits and water-quality-based limits – to control discharge of pollutants for the protection of water quality. Technology-based limits are based on the ability of dischargers in the same category to treat wastewater, while water quality-based limits are required if technology-based limits are not sufficient to protect the water body. Water quality-based effluent limitations required to meet water quality criteria in the receiving water are based on criteria specified in the National Toxics Rule, the California Toxics Rule, and the Basin Plan. NPDES permits must also incorporate TMDL wasteload allocations when they are developed. In California, the SWRCB and the RWQCBs implement and enforce the NPDES program.


Small MS4 General Stormwater Permit


In 2003, the SWRCB adopted the General Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4s), SWRCB Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ. An updated permit, Order No. 2013-001-DWQ, was adopted by the SWRCB on February 5, 2013 and became effective on July 1, 2013 (the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit). Areas that drain to separate stormwater collection systems in San Francisco are subject to this permit. The Mission Bay FSEIR was published in 1998, prior to passage of the first Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit.


The updated Phase II General MS4 Permit identifies specific BMPs and management measures to be addressed and requires permittees to submit a guidance document to the SWRCB documenting their strategies for complying with permit requirements. The required program includes specific elements related to program management, education and outreach on stormwater impacts, public involvement/participation, illicit discharge detection and elimination, construction site stormwater runoff and control, pollution prevention/good housekeeping for permittee operations, post-construction stormwater management for new development and re-development, water quality monitoring requirements, program effectiveness assessment, and annual reporting. For renewal permittees such as the CCSF, the guidance document must identify and describe BMPs included in their previous Stormwater Management Plan that may be more protective of water quality than the minimum requirements of the updated permit, and identify whether the permittee proposes to maintain, reduce, or cease implementation of the BMP. 


While the UCSF Mission Bay Campus utilizes the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system along with the rest of the development in Mission Bay South, the campus is considered a non-Traditional Small MS4 permittee under the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES permit. In accordance with this permit, UCSF has implemented its own management program for stormwater discharges from campus facilities. 


Southeast Plant, North Point, and Bayside Facilities NPDES Permit


The City currently holds an NPDES permit (RWQCB Order No.R2-2013-0029) adopted by the RWQCB in August 2013, that covers the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and all of the bayside wet-weather facilities, including CSDs to the Bay.[footnoteRef:27] The permit specifies discharge prohibitions, dry-weather effluent limitations, wet-weather effluent performance criteria, receiving water limitations, sludge management practices, and monitoring and reporting requirements. The permit prohibits overflows from the CSD structures during dry weather, and requires wet-weather overflows to comply with the nine minimum controls specified in the federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy, described above, and the City’s Long Term Control Plan. Areas in the Bayside drainage basin that drain to the City’s combined sewer system are subject to this permit. [27: 	Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. CA0037664, Order No.R2-2013-0029, for City and County of San Francisco Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant, North Point Wet Weather Facility, Bayside Wet Weather Facilities and Wastewater Collection System., adopted January 31, 2008.] 



As discussed above in Section 5.9.4.2, Federal Regulations (Federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy), the NPDES permit does not explicitly regulate the number, volume, duration, or frequency of CSDs from the combined sewer system, but instead requires that the system meets the long-term average annual design goals for CSDs from each sub-basin. Under the Long-Term Control Plan, the City must optimize operations of the combined sewer system to minimize CSD frequency, magnitude, and duration and maximize pollutant removal during wet weather and must also provide treatment of all discharges from the combined sewer system, including CSDs. The NPDES permit also requires the City to monitor the water quality of all CSDs and the efficacy of wet weather discharge controls. If the CSDs cause a violation of water quality standards in the receiving water, the City must evaluate its Long-Term Control Plan and combined sewer system operation to ensure compliance with water quality standards.


Volatile Organic Compound and Fuel General NPDES Permit The RWQCB has issued Order Number R2-2012-0012 which is a general permit for the discharge of extracted and treated groundwater resulting from the cleanup of groundwater polluted by volatile organic compounds and fuels (VOC and Fuel General Permit).[footnoteRef:28] The permit specifies water quality criteria for the discharges, receiving water limitations, and discharge prohibitions (including flow rate and restrictions on scouring and erosion). Monitoring requirements for demonstrating permit compliance are also specified. To obtain authorization to discharge under this permit, the discharger must submit a Notice of Intent describing the proposed discharge and treatment system and the RWQCB must issue an Authorization to Discharge once it is determined that the discharger is eligible to discharge under the permit. [28:  	San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharge or Reuse of Extracted and Treated Groundwater Resulting from the Cleanup of Groundwater Polluted by Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), Fuel Leaks and Other Related Wastes (VOC and Fuel General Permit). Order No. R2-2012-0012, NPDES No. CAG912002.] 



Local and Regional Regulations and Plans


Stormwater and Wastewater Management


SFPUC Storm Water Management Plan


San Francisco has obtained coverage under the updated Phase II General MS4 Permit described above for separate storm sewer systems under its jurisdiction. In accordance with this permit, the SFPUC is required to submit a guidance document to the SWRCB documenting its strategies for complying with permit requirements. San Francisco’s Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), prepared under the previous General MS4 Permit,[footnoteRef:29] will remain in effect until the guidance document is completed. The SWMP is comprised of six program areas that address water quality: public education and outreach, public involvement/participation, illicit discharge detection and elimination, construction site stormwater runoff control, post-construction stormwater management in new development and redevelopment, and pollution prevention/good housekeeping for municipal operations. The SWMP thereby requires implementation of a variety of stormwater pollution reduction measures that mirror these six program areas, including the implementation of stormwater BMPs (such as construction period BMPs and post-construction BMPs). [29:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco Stormwater Management Plan, Annual Report 2009 (Year 6), March 30, 2010.] 



The project area would drain to the new separate stormwater system and would be subject to all provisions and regulatory requirements set forth by the SFPUC, including compliance with the SWMP and the guidance document, once the SFPUC assumes jurisdiction over the storm sewer system. 


Stormwater Design Guidelines 


Development projects that discharge stormwater to either the combined sewer system or a separate stormwater system must comply with Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 147, which was adopted in 2010 (subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR). The SFPUC and the Port of San Francisco have developed San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines in accordance with the requirements of the Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit and Article 4.2, Section 147. [footnoteRef:30] The SFPUC is currently updating the guidelines to reflect changes in the updated Phase II General MS4 Permit. [30:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Port of San Francisco, San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, November 2009, http://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=2779, accessed on October 2, 2014.] 



The Stormwater Design Guidelines require compliance with specified stormwater management requirements and provide five tools to help project developers achieve compliance with stormwater management requirements:


· A step-by-step guide describing how to manage stormwater onsite


· A set of stormwater BMP fact sheets


· A vegetation palette to assist in BMP-appropriate plant selection


· Sizing calculators to determine the required size of each BMP


· Maintenance checklists explaining the types and frequencies of the maintenance activities associated with each BMP


In accordance with the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, developers of projects that disturb more than 5,000 square feet of ground and discharge to a separate stormwater system must implement BMPs to reduce the flow rate and volume and improve the quality of stormwater going into the separate stormwater system. For covered projects, the stormwater management approach must capture and treat rainfall from the design storm of 0.75 inches. These projects would reduce or eliminate downstream water pollution by reducing impervious cover, eliminating sources of contaminants, treating pollutants in stormwater runoff, or increasing onsite infiltration.


The SFPUC inspects stormwater BMPs once they are constructed, and any issues noted by the inspection must be corrected. The owner is responsible for completing an annual self-certification inspection, and must submit completed checklists and maintenance logs for the year to the SFPUC. In addition, the SFPUC inspects all stormwater BMPs every third year. Any issues identified by either inspection must be resolved before the SFPUC can renew the certificate of compliance. 


Projects that are required to implement the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines are also subject to review by the San Francisco Building Inspection Commission, and are subject to building codes that include provisions for managing drainage for new construction. Specifically, Section 1101.1.1 of the San Francisco Plumbing Code and Section 1503.4 of the San Francisco Building Code allow roofs and other building areas to drain to locations other than the combined sewer.


Wastewater Discharges to the Combined Sewer System


Discharges of non-sewage wastewater to the combined sewer system are subject to the permit requirements specified in Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code and supplemented by Department of Public Works Order No. 158170. The permit requires development and implementation of a pollution prevention program and specifies discharge limitations for specific chemical constituents as well as general conditions for the discharge. In addition, the discharge must meet the pretreatment standards specified in Article 4.1 and the discharger must monitor the discharge quality for compliance with permit limitations. The discharger must also submit periodic reports to the SFPUC and the CCSF conducts periodic inspections to ensure compliance.


San Francisco Sea Level Rise Guidance


As noted above, the CCSF has developed guidance for incorporating sea level rise into the planning of capital projects in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:31] The guidance presents a framework for considering the effects of sea level rise on capital projects implemented by the CCSF and selecting appropriate adaptation measures based on site-specific information. The planning process described in the guidance includes six primary steps: [31:  	City and County of San Francisco Sea Level Rise Committee, Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability and Risk to Support Adaptation. September 22, 2014. Available online at http://onesanfrancisco.org/wp-content/uploads/San%20Francisco%20SLR%20Guidance%20Adopted
%209.22.14%2012182014.pdf, accessed on February 5, 2015.] 



· Review sea level rise science


· Assess vulnerability


· Assess risk


· Plan for adaptation


· Implement adaptation measures


· Monitor


As of September 2014, the CCSF considers the NRC report as the best available science on sea level rise in California. However, the guidance acknowledges that the science of sea level rise is continually advancing and projections of sea level rise may need to be updated at some point to reflect the most updated science. Sea level rise inundation maps prepared by the SFPUC, described above in Section 5.9.3.2, Flooding, are considered the most up-to-date maps and take into account both water level rises and the temporary effects of storm surge along the shoreline based on existing topography and conditions. The guidance states that the review of available sea level science should determine whether the project site could be subject to flooding during the lifespan of the project. 


For those projects that cost $5 million or more that could be flooded during their lifespan, the guidance requires a vulnerability assessment based on the degree of flooding that could occur, the sensitivity of the project to sea level rise, and the adaptive capacity of the project site and design (the ability to adjust to sea level rise impacts without the need for substantial intervention or modification). The risk assessment takes into consideration the likelihood that the project could be adversely affected by sea level rise and the related consequences of flooding. An adaptation plan is required for projects that are found to be vulnerable to sea level rise and have a potential for substantial consequences. The plan should focus on those aspects of the project that have the greatest consequences if flooded. It should include clear accountability and trigger points for bringing adaptation strategies online as well as a well-defined process to ensure that milestones are being met and the latest science is being considered.


The CCSF sea level rise guidance document also acknowledges that there is some flexibility in how to plan for adaptations, and it may not always be feasible or cost effective to design and build for long-term potential sea level rise scenarios that are of a highly uncertain nature, such as the upper end of the NRC report range for the year 2100 (66-inches of sea level rise). In this case, the project could be designed and constructed to be resilient to the likely mid-century sea level rise (11± 4 inches by 2050). An alternative approach would be to build the project to be resilient to the likely sea level rise by 2100 (36 inches), while including adaptive capacity to be resilient to the upper range of sea level rise estimates for 2100 (66 inches).


Under CEQA, the CCSF considers city projects that could be vulnerable to 100-year flooding in combination with sea level rise during their lifespan to have a significant risk related to flooding.


San Francisco Floodplain Management 


San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements are specified in the San Francisco Administrative Code, Article XX, Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285. For buildings located within a flood-prone area, this code requires the following:


· The building must be adequately anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement.


· The building must be constructed with materials and utility equipment that is resistant to flood damage, and with methods and practices that minimize flood damage.


· Electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, and air conditioning equipment must be designed or located to prevent water from entering or accumulating within the components during flooding.


· All water supply and sanitary sewage systems must be designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters into the system as well as discharges from the systems into floodwaters. 


For projects located in areas that could be prone to flooding from the combined sewer system during wet weather, the SFPUC may require additional actions such as provision of a pump station for sewage flows, raised elevation of entryways, special sidewalk construction, and deep gutters.[footnoteRef:32] [32:  	San Francisco Planning Department, Planning Director Bulletin No. 4, Review of Project Identified in Areas Prone to Flooding.] 



Trash Management


Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code, Garbage and Refuse, requires that properties have appropriate containers placed in appropriate locations for the collection of refuse. In accordance with this article, the refuse containers must be constructed with tight fitting lids or sealed enclosures, and the contents of the container may not extend above the top of the rim. The property owner must also have adequate refuse collection service. Article 6 also prohibits the dumping of refuse onto any streets or lands within San Francisco.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to hydrology and water quality if it were to:


· Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;


· Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;


· Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; or


· Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam.


The analysis of violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements discussed in Impact HY-6 below also addresses the following significance criterion from Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems: 


· Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board.


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the hydrology and water quality analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, pp. 86 through 98), which also explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts previously identified in the 1998 FSEIR on hydrology and water quality with respect to degradation of water quality during construction (Impact HY-1); depletion of groundwater and interference with groundwater recharge (Impact HY-2); alteration of drainage patterns (Impact HY-3); placement of housing within a 100-year flood zone; placement of structures within a 100-year flood zone (Impact HY-4); and flooding as a result of failure of a levee or dam; and inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow (Impact HY-5). Therefore, no further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section. The hydrology and water quality section of the Initial Study determined that all construction-related hydrology and water quality impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant. 


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Construction Impacts


Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, the project sponsor conducted additional evaluation of dewatering requirements during construction and provided additional information regarding construction dewatering discharge options. This section presents a revised analysis of the water quality impacts of groundwater discharges based on the additional information. The analysis assumes that construction dewatering activities would be conducted in compliance with all applicable regulations, and the impact would be considered less than significant if proposed dewatering activities would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise degrade water quality. All other construction-related impacts of the proposed project are unchanged from what is presented in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOPIS).


Operational Impacts


This section addresses two impacts associated with long-term operation of the proposed project. The first impact analyzes the potential for project-related changes in wastewater and stormwater to result in water quality effects; this impact addresses related significance criteria and is broken down into various aspects of wastewater and stormwater management. The second impact analyzes the potential for flooding impacts as related to sea level rise. The approach to analyzing these impacts is shown below relative to the applicable significance criteria:


Exceed wastewater treatment requirements, violate water quality standard or waste discharge requirement, exceed the capacity of a storm drainage system, provide a substantial source of stormwater pollutants, or substantially degrade water quality: Because stormwater and wastewater are conveyed in the same set of pipes within the Bayside drainage basin of the City’s combined sewer system, described above in the Setting, the hydrology and water quality impacts related to changes in stormwater and wastewater flows are combined under one impact statement. This analysis is related to the analysis presented in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, which evaluates impacts related to the capacity of wastewater or stormwater facilities, but this impact analysis focuses primarily on the potential to affect water quality. The impact analysis is broken down as described below.


· Dry weather flows to combined sewer system: The analysis considers whether the project would contribute additional wastewater to the City’s combined sewer system to the extent that the contribution would cause the system to exceed the treatment requirements (with respect to volume and treatment level) or other permit requirements of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB NPDES permit for the SFPUC's Bayside wastewater facilities. The impact is considered less than significant if the increase in dry weather flows remains within the treatment capacity of the SEWPCP.


· Wet weather flows to combined sewer system: The impact analysis examines whether project-related increases in wastewater flows would contribute to combined sewer discharges during wet weather. The impact is considered less than significant if the increased flows would not increase the frequency of combined sewer discharges above the long-term average specified in the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and bayside wet-weather facilities.


· Effluent discharges from SEWPCP: For the analysis of impacts related to changes in the quality of effluent discharges from the SEWPCP, the analysis considers whether discharges of wastewater to the combined sewer system would cause effluent quality to exceed the discharge limitations of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP. If not, the impact is considered less than significant. 


· Direct discharges of stormwater runoff and storm drainage capacity: The analysis considers whether the post-construction flows would be within the capacity of the newly constructed separate stormwater system in Mission Bay South or provide an additional source of stormwater pollutants that could degrade water quality. The impact is considered less than significant if the flows would be within the capacity of the stormwater system, and would not result in an additional source of stormwater pollutants.


· Litter: The analysis considers whether compliance with regulatory requirements for trash management would prevent substantial water quality degradation from litter that could be transported to the Bay via stormwater runoff or wind. If so, the impact is considered less than significant.


Expose people or structures to a significant risk from future flooding: The analysis considers whether people or structures on the project site could be exposed to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding as a result of sea level rise in combination with storm surge and extreme tides. The impact is considered less than significant if the project site would not be inundated during a 100-year coastal flood within the life of the project, or if the project would conform to flood resistant building standards and be capable of adapting to future flood hazard conditions. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Cumulative impacts related to combined sewer discharges and stormwater system inadequacies in the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins could ultimately affect the water quality of Lower San Francisco Bay. Accordingly, the geographic scope of cumulative water quality impacts includes areas that drain to the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins. The cumulative analysis utilizes a list-based approach to analyze the effects of the project in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in this geographic area, including full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and implementation of the UCSF Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), and assumes that construction and operations of other projects in the geographical area would have to comply with the same regulatory requirements as the project. The analysis then considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with project implementation in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the geographical area, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation


Impacts HY-1 to HY-5: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS), which includes all construction-related impacts of the proposed project, except that Impact HY-1 is modified below to account for new information regarding groundwater discharges during construction-related dewatering.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact HY-1a: The project would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality with respect to construction-related dewatering. (Less than Significant)


Impact HY-1 of the Initial Study evaluated the potential for groundwater dewatering discharges during construction to violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, the project sponsor developed additional information regarding construction dewatering discharge options.


Water Quality Effects of Groundwater Dewatering During Construction


Construction dewatering is expected to last approximately nine months. The initial estimated and peak water discharge rate is 1,850 gallons per minute (gpm) and would last three to four days.[footnoteRef:33] By the end of the first week, the discharge rate would decrease to about 300 gpm, and by the end of the second week, to about 100 gpm. By the end of the initial 45-day construction period, the discharge rate would decrease to approximately 30 to 40 gpm, and this rate is expected to last for the remaining duration of the dewatering period, approximately seven and a half months. The three potential construction dewatering discharge options are: (1) directly discharging to the City's combined sewer system; (2) installing an on-site dewatering treatment system and discharging the treated water to the Bay if the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station would be exceeded with the discharge; and (3) a combination of the first two options. (Have GSW double check that these three options correctly capture what they are planning on doing – ie, is #2 an option even if the Pump Station would not be exceeded?) [33:  	Shipman, Dorinda and Kimbrel, Elizabeth, Langan Treadwell Rollo, 2015. Memorandum to Kate Aufhauser, Golden State Warriors and Clarke Miller, Strada Investment Group regarding Construction Dewatering Discharge Options, Golden State Warriors Arena, San Francisco, California. February 17, 2015.] 



If discharged to the combined sewer system, the discharges would be subject to the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. This ordinance is found in Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the combined sewer system. In accordance with Article 4.1 and Order No. 158170, the discharge permit would contain appropriate discharge standards and may require installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain contaminants related to past site activities, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the construction contractors would be required to treat the groundwater as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge to the combined sewer system, and discharge rates would be controlled so that the capacity of the sewer system would not be exceeded.


If discharged directly to the Bay, the discharges would be subject to permitting requirements of the RWQCB under the VOC and Fuel General NPDES permit, described in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations, which specifies water quality criteria and monitoring requirements for discharges of extracted and treated groundwater. Accordingly, under this option, the project sponsor or its contractors would be required to submit a Notice of Intent to the RWQCB describing the proposed discharge and treatment system, and the RWQCB must issue an Authorization to Discharge once it is determined that the discharger is eligible to discharge under the permit. The contractors would install an on-site treatment system that includes settling tanks for removal of sediments and treatment for hydrocarbons and metals. A treatability study would be conducted prior to discharge to demonstrate that the treatment system can effectively meet the discharge limitations.[footnoteRef:34] The treated water would likely be discharged through a stormwater swale or outfall pipe downstream of Pump Station SDPS-5 (part of the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system) shown on Figure 5.7-2. Regular influent and effluent water quality monitoring would be conducted to demonstrate permit compliance. [34: 	Ibid.] 



The combined option could include directing a portion of the initial discharges to the Bay as described above until flows have subsided to the point that they are within the capacity of the Mariposa pump station. Discharges to both the Bay and the combined sewer system would be subject to the same permitting requirements as described above. With discharge to the combined sewer system in accordance with the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance as supplemented by Order No. 158170, or discharge to the Bay in accordance with the VOC and Fuel General NPDES permit as authorized by the RWQCB, water quality impacts related to a violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of groundwater produced during construction‐related dewatering would be less than significant.


Mitigation: None required.


Comparison of Impact HY-1 (revised) to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that water quality impacts associated with groundwater discharges during construction-related discharges would be less than significant with discharge to the combined sewer system in accordance with Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170. While the anticipated flow rates could temporarily exceed those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the discharge would be subject to Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170 or the VOC and Fuel General NPDES permit, which would ensure that the discharges do not exceed water quality criteria or cause water quality degradation. Therefore, the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts on water quality from construction-related dewatering activities than previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operation


Impact HY-6: Operation of the proposed project could exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP; violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, otherwise substantially degrade water quality as a result of changes in wastewater and stormwater discharges to the Bay; or exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay, or provide a substantial source of polluted runoff. Operation of the proposed project would not contribute to a substantial increase in combined sewer discharges. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


This impact discussion covers multiple sources of potential effects on water quality and is broken down as follows: dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only) to the combined sewer system; wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater) to the combined sewer system; effluent discharges from the SEWPCP; direct discharges of stormwater runoff and storm drainage capacity; and litter. 


Dry Weather Flows to the Combined Sewer System


The sewer analysis for the proposed project estimates that the total average wastewater flow would be 0.164 mgd and the peak wastewater flows would be 1.074 mgd.[footnoteRef:35] During dry weather (typically, May 1 to October 15), all wastewater generated from the proposed project would be conveyed to and treated at the SEWPCP, which currently has available dry-weather treatment capacity of about 24.5 mgd, as described above in Section 5.9.3.1, Combined Sewer System. The average flow from the project would be less than 0.7 percent of the remaining dry-weather treatment capacity of the SEWPCP, and the peak daily flow would be approximately 4.4 percent of the available capacity. Therefore, during dry weather, impacts related to exceeding the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco RWQCB would be less than significant. [35:  	BKF Engineers, 2015. Water and Sewer Analyses for Golden State Warriors Arena @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. January 9.] 



Wet Weather Flows to the Combined Sewer System


During wet weather (typically October 15 to April 30), there is a wide variation in volume of wastewater flow to the combined sewer system due to the addition of stormwater to the sanitary sewage flows. During severe rainstorms, the increased wet weather flows can exceed the combined 400 mgd treatment capacity of the Bayside wet weather facilities and the 125-million gallon capacity of the transport and storage boxes. Under the proposed project, stormwater at the project site would be diverted to the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system, which would be a decrease of stormwater flows to the combined sewer system compared to existing conditions. Sanitary sewage would be conveyed to the combined sewer system during both wet and dry weather, and the increase in sanitary sewage would represent an incremental increase in wastewater volume from the project site compared to existing conditions. This increase could affect the overall combined sewer system’s wet weather operations in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin when the wastewater flows are added to the existing wastewater and stormwater flows from other portions of the Mariposa sub-basin. While the combined sewer system is currently in compliance with applicable regulations and permits for discharges to the Bay, the Mariposa subbasin has historically exceeded the long-term average design goal for CSDs (see Section 5.9.3.1, above, regarding the existing conditions of the City's combined sewer system).


Existing average wastewater flows from development projects completed within the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system as of February 2015 are approximately 1.21 mgd, including 0.31 mgd of existing flows from UCSF.[footnoteRef:36] Assuming average flows of 0.16 mgd from the project site in combination with these flows, the total average flows to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station would be 1.38 mgd. Conservatively assuming that all 1.074 mgd of the peak wastewater flows from the project site would discharge to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station, the total combined flows could be up to 2.28 mgd. [36:  	Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. 2015. Combined Sewer Impact Analysis, Golden State Warriors Arena EIR. February 18.] 



Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. analyzed the effect of project-related increases in wastewater discharges on CSDs from the Mariposa sub-basin using the DPW’s Hydrocalc planning model.[footnoteRef:37] The modeling report is included as Appendix HYD of this SEIR. Using the wastewater flows described above and standard rainfall assumptions used by the DPW, the model estimated the annual average frequency, volume, and duration of CSDs that would occur once the Mariposa wet and dry-weather pump stations reach the combined capacity of 11.2 mgd under existing and project conditions. The model estimates that under existing conditions, CSDs from the Mariposa sub-basin occur approximately 10 times per year with an average volume of 5.34 million gallons and duration of 17.2 hours.  [37:  	Ibid.] 



The model analyzed the effects of discharging the average flows from the proposed project in combination with the existing average flows in the drainage area. Under this scenario, the frequency of CSDs would not increase, but the volume of the CSDs would increase from 5.34 to 5.63 million gallons and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 17.3 hours. All CSDs would receive the equivalent of primary treatment in the Mariposa transport and storage structure prior to discharge to the Bay. As a worst case, the model also assumed that peak project-related wastewater flows would occur during every large storm which is an unlikely scenario (i.e., the model assumed that there would be a capacity event at the event center at the exact same time as every large storm of the rainy season). However, even using this worst case scenario, there would be no increase in the frequency of CSDs with the addition of peak project-related flows, but the volume of the CSDs would increase from 5.34 to 7.20 million gallons and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 19.4 hours. Under all conditions, all CSDs would receive the equivalent of primary treatment in the Mariposa transport and storage structure prior to discharge to the Bay.


As discussed in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations, the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and all of the bayside wet-weather facilities does not limit the specific annual number of CSD events. Instead, the permit acknowledges that some years are wetter than others and requires that the combined sewer system is designed and constructed based on meeting the specified long-term average number of CSDs from each sub-basin. Therefore, the NPDES permit allows an annual average of 10 CSDs for the Mariposa sub-basin to be exceeded in any particular year, as long as the long-term average is met. Because average and peak wastewater flows from the project site would not increase the frequency of CSD events from the Mariposa subbasin and would be consistent with the requirements of the NPDES permit, project-level water quality impacts related to contributions to an increase in CSD frequency would be less than significant. 


Effluent Discharges from the SEWPCP


Consistent with what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, some wastewater discharges associated with future uses at the project site could involve the discharge of some pollutants not typically associated with most other San Francisco discharges. If improperly handled, discharges of unusual chemicals such as radioactive materials and biohazardous materials to the SEWPCP could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, which would be a potentially significant impact. While these discharges would be regulated under Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mitigation Measure K.2 requiring facilities anticipated to have a potentially significant discharge of pollutants to the sanitary sewer to install sampling ports to facilitate sampling to monitor discharge quality. At this time, it is not known specifically what uses might occupy the proposed office development at Blocks 29-32, and the possibility of uses that would handle radioactive or biohazardous materials cannot be precluded. Thus, as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, in the event that there could be future activities that handle radioactive or biohazardous materials, implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 (same as Mitigation Measure M-HY-6) would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation.


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity 


Currently, approximately half of the project site is paved, and the rest is undeveloped. Runoff from portions of the paved and unpaved areas drain to perimeter streets, but a majority of runoff is contained in a low lying area within the site. There are no storm drains on the site. The runoff that drains to the perimeter streets currently flows to the combined sewer system. 


[bookmark: _GoBack]Under the proposed project, all stormwater would be diverted to the separate stormwater system being constructed by the master developer for Mission Bay South. Discharges of stormwater from the project site to the separate stormwater system would be subject to the regulatory requirements of the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit, Section 147 of Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, and the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines, all of which were adopted since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR and are described in Section 5.9.4, Regulatory Framework. Accordingly, the project sponsor would be required to implement BMPs to improve the quality of stormwater entering the stormwater system. The stormwater management approach must capture and treat rainfall from the design storm of 0.75 inches and include measures to reduce or eliminate downstream water pollution by reducing impervious cover, eliminating sources of contaminants, treating pollutants in stormwater runoff, or increasing onsite infiltration. The project would primarily utilize two Low Impact Development (LID) strategies to achieve the requirements for capture and treatment of stormwater: green roofs on several buildings, rainwater harvesting, and flow-through biotreatment planters. Treated water from these facilities would be directed to proposed on-site storm drains, which would connect to the separate stormwater collection system in the adjacent streets. 


Implementation of stormwater control measures as required by the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit; Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 147; and the City's Stormwater Design Guidelines would ensure that the project does not contribute to an increase in discharge of stormwater pollutants to the Bay in discharges from the separate stormwater system. Therefore, impacts related to degradation of water quality and providing an additional source of stormwater pollutants are less than significant in relation to direct stormwater discharges. 


As described in Impact C-UT-3 in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the Mission Bay South stormwater system is designed to convey runoff from a 5-year storm event under build-out conditions. While the project would increase runoff relative to existing conditions because the amount of impervious surfaces would be increased, the volume of offsite stormwater discharges would be consistent with the projected build-out condition that the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system was designed to serve. Therefore, stormwater runoff from the project would not exceed the capacity of the stormwater system and this impact would be less than significant.


Litter


The proposed public use of the project site as an event center could increase the potential for litter. In accordance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code, Garbage and Refuse, the project sponsor would be required to place containers in appropriate locations for the collection of refuse. In accordance with this article, the refuse containers must be constructed with tight fitting lids or sealed enclosures, and the contents of the container may not extend above the top of the rim. The project sponsor must also have adequate refuse collection service. Further, Article 6 prohibits the dumping of refuse onto any streets or lands within San Francisco. 


The project would also be required to comply with several City ordinances which would decrease the amount of non-degradable trash generated under the proposed project, as discussed in Section 11 of the Initial Study, Utilities and Service Systems (see Appendix NOP-IS). The San Francisco Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance requires facilities to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash, and the Food Service Waste Reduction Ordinance prohibits any establishment that serves food prepared in San Francisco from using polystyrene foam (Styrofoam) to-go containers. This ordinance also requires that any containers used in the City’s programs be either recyclable or compostable. 


Compliance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code and the City ordinances described above would reduce the amount of non-recyclable and non-compostable wastes produced during events, and would ensure that adequate containers and refuse service are provided. This would reduce the potential for transport of litter to the separate stormwater system (including the UCSF MS-4) and Bay via wind or stormwater runoff. Furthermore, as indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project sponsor would implement a number of event center site management practices to minimize potential disruption associated with event center operations, including the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy. This policy includes the following provision:


· Employees of the establishment shall walk a 100-foot radius from the premises sometime between 30 minutes after closing time and 8:00 a.m. the following morning, and shall pick up and dispose of any discarded beverage containers and other trash left by area nighttime entertainment patrons.


Therefore, for reasons stated above, water quality impacts related to littering would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact HY-6, Water Quality Impact Analysis


Impact HY-6 describes potential water quality impacts of the proposed project related to dry weather wastewater flows and compliance with the wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB; wet weather wastewater flows; effluent discharges from the SEWPCP; direct discharges of stormwater; and litter. The analysis determined that project-related effects on dry weather wastewater flows would be less than significant because the wastewater flows would be within the remaining capacity of the SEWPCP. Impacts related to wet weather flows and CSDs were determined to be less than significant because the discharge of project-related peak wastewater flows would not result in an increase in frequency of CSD events from the Mariposa sub-basin. 


Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP. Impacts related to direct discharges of stormwater and litter would be less than significant due to compliance with existing regulations and implementation of proposed event center site management practices. 


Mitigation Measure M-HY-6. Wastewater Sampling Ports


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.2. Participate in the City’s existing Water Pollution Prevention Program. Facilitate implementation of the City’s Water Pollution Prevention Program by providing and installing wastewater sampling ports in any building anticipated to have a potentially significant discharge of pollutants to the sanitary sewer, as determined by the Water Pollution Prevention Program of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Bureau of Environmental Regulation and Management, and in locations as determined.


Comparison of Impact HY-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Dry-Weather Flows to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that, based on anticipated land uses as offices, the estimated total wastewater flow from the project site would be an average of 0.192 mgd and a peak of 0.578 mgd. The average flows for the proposed project would be less than analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, but the peak flows would be almost two times greater than previously anticipated. Although the project would result in a somewhat more severe impact than analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the impact would remain less than significant because the dry-weather flows would be within the capacity of the SEWPCP. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to dry weather flows to the combined sewer system than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Wet Weather Flows to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR anticipated that stormwater within the reconfigured Central sub-basin would be collected in a separate stormwater system and wastewater flows generated within this basin would be conveyed in the City’s combined sewer system. The Mission Bay FSEIR also anticipated that both stormwater and wastewater flows generated in the Mariposa sub-basin would be conveyed to the combined sewer system. With this configuration, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that increases in combined sewer discharges and associated pollutants were anticipated in the Mariposa and Islais Creek discharge locations. The Mission Bay Plan’s contribution to an increase in the frequency, volume, or duration of combined sewer discharges would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 requiring the master developer and SFPUC to consider sewer improvements to avoid increases in CSD volumes. 


The master developer has proceeded with implementation of Mitigation Scenario B described in the FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253) and described in Section 5.9.2.3 (FSEIR Mitigation Approach), above. This scenario includes separating the stormwater collection system and sanitary sewer in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin as well as in the reconfigured Central sub-basin as originally planned in the FSEIR. Because none of the stormwater from Mission Bay South would be discharged to the combined sewer system, the Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that this mitigation approach would reduce the total Bayside CSD volume by 33 million gallons per year. 


As discussed above, under the worst case conditions analyzed, discharge of the peak wastewater flows from the project site could increase the volume of each CSD from the Mariposa sub-basin by about 1.9 million gallons but would not increase the frequency of CSD events from this sub-basin. While the project would result in slightly more severe effects than analyzed in the FSEIR, this impact would be less than significant because the existing frequency of CSD events would not be exceeded and would be within the limitations of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and bayside wet-weather facilities. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to CSD events than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Effluent Discharges from SEWPCP. The FSEIR concluded that UCSF and some commercial or industrial operations may involve the discharge of some pollutants not typically associated with most other San Francisco discharges, and discharges from these businesses could potentially result in a violation of the NDPES permit. The FSEIR identified Mitigation Measure K.2 in the Hydrology and Water Quality section requiring facilities with these discharges to install sampling ports to facilitate demonstration of compliance with discharge limitations. The proposed project could involve some of the same land uses, but as discussed above would require implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2 from the FSEIR. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that with the sewer system improvements proposed as part of the Plan, including reconfiguration of the Central and Mariposa sub-basins and construction of a separate stormwater system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, the Mission Bay Plan would accommodate the projected changes to stormwater flows. Impacts related to exceeding the capacity of the stormwater system would be less than significant. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that the direct stormwater discharges under the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on the quality of near-shore waters of the Bay and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). The project’s contribution would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure K.4 requiring treatment of all separate stormwater discharges. 


As described above, stormwater discharges from the project would discharge to the Mission Bay South stormwater system constructed in accordance with Mitigation Scenario B described in the FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253). This separate stormwater system provides treatment of stormwater discharges at each of the five outfalls. Further, stormwater discharges from the project site would be subject to the regulatory requirements of the SWRCB and City which require treatment of stormwater before it is discharged to a separate stormwater system. Therefore, the project would result in less severe water quality impacts than analyzed in the FSEIR related to direct stormwater discharges, and the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to stormwater runoff and discharges than was previously identified. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.5 requires implementation of an individual stormwater management program that utilizes BMPs for Mission Bay until the Phase II regulations become final and Mission Bay is included in the City’s stormwater management program. However, subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the SWRCB adopted the General Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems. The CCSF also adopted Section 147 of Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code in 2010 and published the associated Stormwater Design Guidelines. Discharges of stormwater from the project site to the separate storm sewer would be required to comply with these regulatory requirements as further described above. Therefore, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.5 is not applicable to the proposed project.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.5 in the Community Services and Utilities section required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay drainage sub-basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. However, as discussed in Section 5.7 of this SEIR, Utilities and Service Systems, this mitigation measure is no longer warranted for the proposed project because the project would discharge stormwater to the separate stormwater system being constructed in accordance with the approved Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


_________________________


Impact HY-7: Operation of the proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding. (Less than Significant)


Existing grades at the project site range from -1 to +3 feet SFD (10 to 14 feet NAVD88). As discussed in Impact HY-4 of the Initial Study (see pp. 102 to 103 of the Initial Study in Appendix NOP-IS ), the project site is not located within a 100-year flood zone depicted on San Francisco’s interim flood maps prepared in 2008. The project site is also generally above the projected 2050 flood elevation of -0.6 feet SFD (11 feet NAVD88), which combines 12 inches of sea level rise with the effects of a 100-year storm surge. Thus, as shown on Figure 5.9-3 and described in the Setting, the project site would not be subject to flooding in 2050 with projected sea level rise.[footnoteRef:38] In addition, the project site would not be flooded during daily high tide conditions (MHHW) with the 36 inches of sea level rise that is expected by 2100.  [38:  	Note that the green zone shown within the project site on Figure 5.9-3 is the open excavation that is not hydrologically connected to the Bay or flooding zones and would be filled when the site is developed.] 



However, when the effects of a 100-year storm surge are considered in combination with 36 inches of sea level rise, the flood elevation would be 1.5 feet SFD (13 feet NAVD88), and the site at its existing grade could be temporarily flooded to depths of up to about 2.5 feet. This is consistent with the SFPUC mapping depicted on Figure 5.9-4, which shows flooding depths at 2foot intervals and indicates that the site could be temporarily flooded to depths of between 2 and 4 feet.[footnoteRef:39] Thus, the project site could be prone to flooding by 2100 based on projected sea level rise in combination with the effects of storm surge. [39:  	Note that greater inundation depths are indicated on Figure 5.9-4 in the area of the open excavation, but this excavation would be filled when the site is developed.] 



However, as noted in the Setting, this flooding scenario is based on 2010/2011 topographic conditions and assumes that no site-specific flood protection measures such as filling to raise the grade of low lying areas or area-wide measures such as construction of berms, levees or seawalls would be implemented to protect the project site or surrounding area during the intervening period. As such, it is likely that the actual flood zone would be different by 2100 than what is illustrated on Figure 5.9-4 under built conditions, and the actual flood zone would include only those areas of the site with ground elevations below the flood elevation of 1.5 feet SFD (13 feet NAVD88) that are not protected by area-wide flood protection measures.


Development in the flood zone could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death unless designed and constructed in accordance with flood resistant building standards. San Francisco’s Floodplain Management Ordinance (Chapter 2A, Article XX, Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) provides standards for building in flood prone areas. For building sites in flood prone areas, Section 2A.283 (b)(1) specifically requires that:


· The building must be adequately anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement.


· The building must be constructed with materials and utility equipment that is resistant to flood damage, and with methods and practices that minimize flood damage.


· Electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, and air conditioning equipment must be designed or located to prevent water from entering or accumulating within the components during flooding.


· All water supply and sanitary sewage systems must be designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters into the system as well as discharges from the systems into floodwaters. 


The Floodplain Management Ordinance is applicable only in areas that are designated by the City Administrator as susceptible to being inundated by a 100-year flood. At present, the City’s designated 100-year flood zone is that shown on the 2008 interim flood map, which does not consider projected sea level rise and does not therefore include the project site. As such, the Floodplain Management Ordinance does not apply to the project site.


However, although it is not subject to the San Francisco Floodplain Management Ordinance, the project would be designed and constructed consistent with flood-resistant building standards or, in some cases, to be capable of adapting to meet these standards when needed in the future in recognition of future flood hazards due to sea level rise. These features or strategies that have been incorporated in the project design include:


· Locating the base of the main event center entry at an elevation of 10 feet SFD (21 feet NAVD88), which would be 8.5 feet above the projected flood elevation in 2100. Access to office and retail uses from the main plaza would be provided at this elevation.


· Raising pedestrian access and outdoor areas to an elevation of 10 feet SFD (21 feet NAVD88), which would be 8.5 feet above the projected flood elevation in 2100. These areas include the Third Street Plaza, main pedestrian path around the event center, Bayfront Overlook, and Bayfront Terrace. The project would also provide access to the upper floors of the Food Hall from the elevated pedestrian path.


· Locating the base of the secondary arena entry on the southeast portion of the event center at an elevation of 26 feet SFD (37 feet NAVD88), 24.5 feet above the projected flood elevation in 2100, and making it accessible from the elevated pedestrian path or stairs from the southeast plaza.


· Providing expanded height first floors in the retail uses and lobbies in the South Street and 16th Street buildings, Food Hall, and buildings fronting Terry Francois Boulevard which would provide space to raise the floor level above the projected flood elevation.


· Eliminating building wall penetrations below an elevation of 3.5 feet SFD (15 feet NAVD88), which is two feet higher than the projected flood elevation in 2100 where feasible, to preclude inside flooding. 


· Waterproofing the below ground features to address fluctuations in groundwater levels that may result from sea level rise.


· Designing the water supply and wastewater facilities to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters as well as discharges from these systems into flood waters. 


Three components of the proposed project would be constructed below ground, and would also be below the projected flood elevation in 2100. These include the team practice courts at an elevation of -14 feet SFD (-3 feet NAVD88), the below grade parking and loading dock at an elevation of -10 feet SFD (1 foot NAVD88), and the event level (floor of the basketball court) at an elevation of - 6 feet SFD (5.3 feet NAVD88). To prevent inundation of these areas by flood waters, the garage and loading dock entries would be designed to allow future installation of floodgates and a solid curb could be constructed alongside landscaped areas to prevent flood flows from encroaching onto the site. Sand bags could also be available to provide temporary protection from future flooding. 


Mechanical systems for the event center that would be located in the below-grade parking could also be flooded by 2100. However, the project design includes providing space for emergency pumps in these areas, including the area adjacent to the mechanical systems. Further, the mechanical systems could be moved to areas of the site that are above future flood levels if necessary. 


The project features described above would be consistent with San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements specified in the San Francisco Administrative Code, Article XX, Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285 and discussed in the Setting. In addition, the stormwater bioretention areas and stormwater drain inlets located along the property perimeter would facilitate drainage of flood waters. Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the planned waterfront park to the east would also serve as a buffer for the project site against coastal flooding. 


While the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100, the project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding Therefore, impacts related to flooding would be less than significant. 


Mitigation: None required.


Comparison of Impact HY-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that portions of the Mission Bay Plan area could be subject to inundation as a result of sea level rise and included Mitigation Measures K.6a through K.6f for structures proposed below an elevation of 1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88). The mitigation required implementation of construction specifications to address effects of sea level rise that would be based on specific flood protection and engineering and building analyses by a licensed engineer where structures are proposed below an elevation of 1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88).


Elevations at the project site range from approximately -1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88) to +3 feet SFD (14 feet NAVD88),[footnoteRef:40] however some of the project components would extend below grade. The SFPUC inundation maps completed in 2014 have provided a more detailed assessment of areas of the project site that could be inundated due to sea level rise and indicate an area greater than previously anticipated in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, the above-described measures that are incorporated into the project design fulfill the requirements of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.6, which is no longer warranted for the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those identified in the FSEIR regarding flooding from sea level rise. [40:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.] 



_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-HY-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


[bookmark: _Toc300726443]_________________________


Impact C-HY-2: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP; violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality as a result of changes in wastewater and stormwater discharges to the Bay; or exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay, or provide a substantial source of polluted runoff. Cumulative wet weather flows would not contribute to an increase in combined sewer discharges. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to the wastewater treatment requirements of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP and contributions to CSDs could occur within the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins. Accordingly, the geographic scope of cumulative impacts related to these topics is the geographical area that drains to the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins.


Impacts related to exceeding the capacity of the stormwater system and providing additional sources of stormwater pollutants could occur within the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system. Accordingly, the geographic scope of cumulative impacts related to this topic is the geographical area that drains to the separate stormwater system.


The geographical scope for littering includes all of Lower San Francisco Bay, which is listed as an impaired water body for trash.


Dry Weather Flows to Combined Sewer System


As discussed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the SFPUC estimates that under full build out, average wastewater flows to the Mariposa sub-basin would be 1.69 mgd and peak wastewater flows would total 4.8 mgd, including flows from the proposed project.[footnoteRef:41] During dry weather (typically, May 1 to October 15), all wastewater generated in the Mariposa sub-basin would be conveyed to and treated at the SEWPCP, which currently has available dry-weather capacity of about 24.5 mgd, as described above in Section 5.9.3.1, Combined Sewer System. The average flow at full build out would be less than 7 percent of the available dry-weather capacity of the SEWPCP, and the peak daily flow would be approximately 20 percent. Therefore, during dry weather, cumulative impacts related to exceeding the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco RWQCB would be less than significant. [41:  	Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. 2015. Combined Sewer Impact Analysis, Golden State Warriors Arena EIR. February 18.] 



Wet Weather Flow to Combined Sewer System


Existing average wastewater flows from development projects completed within the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system as of February 2015 are approximately 1.21 mgd, including 0.31 mgd of existing flows from UCSF.[footnoteRef:42] Assuming the addition of average flow from the proposed project and average flows from future developments at full build out of Mission Bay South, the average cumulative flows to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station would be 1.69 mgd. Conservatively assuming that all 1.074 mgd of the peak wastewater flows from the project site would discharge to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station, the total combined flows would total approximately 2.6 mgd at full build out. As described in Impact HY-6, above, Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. analyzed the effect of cumulative increases in wastewater discharges on CSDs from the Mariposa sub-basin using the San Francisco DPW’s Hydrocalc planning model.[footnoteRef:43] The modeling report is included as Appendix HYD of this SEIR. Using the wastewater flows described above and standard rainfall assumptions used by the DPW, the model estimated the annual average frequency, volume and duration of CSDs that would occur once the Mariposa wet and dry-weather pump stations reach the combined capacity of 11.2 mgd. Considering average flows within the Mariposa sub-basin and project site, the model estimated that under cumulative conditions, the number of CSD events would not increase, but the volume of the CSDs would increase from 5.34 to 6.32 million gallons and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 18.2 hours. Considering peak flows from the project site, the frequency of CSDs would increase from 10 to 11, the average volume would increase from 5.34 to 7.98 million gallons, and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 21.8 hours.  [42:  	Ibid.]  [43:  	Ibid.] 



As noted in Impact HY-6, the model analyzed worst-case conditions assuming that project-related peak wastewater flows would occur concurrently with each large rainstorm. However, these conditions would not be expected to occur on a regular basis, if at all. Therefore, cumulative conditions would not likely result in exceeding long-term average of 10 CSDs allowed for the Mariposa sub-basin in the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, North Point Wet Weather Facility, and bayside wet-weather facilities. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to contributions to an increase in CSD frequency would be less than significant. 


Further, as discussed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the SFPUC will be constructing future improvements to increase the capacity of the Mariposa pump station and associated facilities, and this would increase the amount of wastewater that could be conveyed to the SEWPCP and Northpoint Wet Weather facilities for treatment, resulting in a corresponding reduction in CSD volumes from the Mariposa sub-basin (see Impacts C-UT-2 and C-UT-4).


Effluent Discharges from SEWPCP


As discussed in Impact HY-6, if the proposed office space includes biotech uses, the project could result in discharge of biohazardous and radioactive materials that, if improperly handled, could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP. The cumulative effects of wastewater discharges containing such materials could result in an exceedance of the NPDES discharge limitations of the SEWPCP, resulting in a potentially significant cumulative impact. However, the project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant) with implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2, which requires installation of wastewater sampling ports for business that discharge unusual materials to facilitate sampling. 


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity 


As discussed in Impact HY-6, the project site would be served by the existing Mission Bay South separate stormwater infrastructure and the project would conform to the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines for treatment of stormwater runoff to separate stormwater systems. Similar to the proposed project, all of the future projects that disturb greater than 5,000 square feet would be required to comply with the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines, which require capture and treatment of stormwater discharged to separate stormwater systems. Therefore, cumulative impacts within the Mission Bay South area related to exceeding the capacity of a stormwater system, providing additional sources of polluted runoff, and water quality degradation as a result of direct stormwater discharges would be less than significant.


Litter


As discussed in Impact HY-6, the project’s water quality impacts related to littering would be less than significant through compliance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code and the City ordinances addressing recycling and composting of wastes as well as the project's proposed event center site management practices (including implementation of the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy). Therefore, the project's contribution to cumulative water quality impacts related to litter would not be cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than significant).


Comparison to FSEIR Significance Determination


Dry Weather Flow to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address cumulative effects related to dry weather flows to the City’s combined sewer system. However, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay Plan would generate approximately 2.5 mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow), or 3.7 percent of the volume of wastewater treated at the SEWPCP at the time of FSEIR publication, and determined this to be a less than significant impact.


Under full build out, average wastewater flows in the Mariposa sub-basin would be 1.69 mgd, or less than 3 percent of the 60 mgd of wastewater currently treated at the SEWPCP. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially severe impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Wet Weather Flow to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Plan’s estimated 0.2 percent contribution to the 11 percent cumulative increase in Bayside combined sewer discharge volumes would be a significant impact. The Plan’s contribution would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 requiring design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the combined sewer do not contribute to combined sewer discharges.


As described in Section 5.9.2.3 (FSEIR Mitigation Approach) above, the master developer has implemented Mitigation Scenario B that includes separating the stormwater collection system and sanitary sewer in the reconfigured Central and Mariposa sub-basins in Mission Bay South. Implementation of this mitigation approach satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 and is estimated to reduce total Bayside CSD volume by 33 million gallons per year, less than baseline conditions before the Mission Bay Plan was implemented.


As discussed above, under the worst case conditions analyzed, cumulative wastewater discharges to the Mariposa sub-basin could increase the volume of each CSD from the Mariposa sub-basin by about 7.98 million gallons but would not increase the long-term average frequency of CSD events from this sub-basin. While the cumulative wastewater flows would result in slightly more severe effects than analyzed in the FSEIR, this impact would be less than significant because the long-term average frequency of CSD events would not be exceeded and the system would remain in compliance with the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and bayside wet-weather facilities. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe cumulative impacts related to CSD events than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Effluent Discharges from SEWPCP. Cumulative impacts related to exceeding the discharge limitations of the SEWPCP were not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, while the cumulative effects of wastewater discharges containing radioactive and biohazardous materials could be potentially significant, the contribution of both the project and the Mission Bay Plan would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant) with implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially severe impacts relative to those analyzed in the FSEIR.


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on the quality of near-shore waters of the Bay and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) as a result of direct stormwater discharges. However, the Plan’s contribution would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.4. The Mission Bay South storm drain infrastructure was constructed in accordance with Mitigation Scenario B described in the Mission Bay FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses and conforms to the requirements of this mitigation measure. The proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR regarding this topic.


Litter. Cumulative impacts related to littering were not considered in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Regardless, the proposed project would not result in any new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more severe cumulative impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-HY-3: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a significant impact related to exposing people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding. (Less than Significant)


As described in Section 5.9.3.2, Flooding, the City’s Bay shoreline will be subject to an increased risk of flooding in the future due to sea level rise. Accordingly, the geographic scope for impacts related to flood risk includes those areas in the project vicinity that could be subject to flooding by 2100. Past, present, and foreseeable future development in such areas could expose people or structures to a cumulatively significant risk of loss, injury or death due to flooding. However, as described above, the proposed project would be designed and constructed in accordance with flood resistant building standards and could feasibly be adapted as necessary to respond to future flood hazards. Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to future flood hazard risks due to sea level rise would not be cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than significant).


Comparison to FSEIR Significance Determination 


Cumulative impacts related to future flooding were not considered in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Regardless, the proposed project would not result in any new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more severe cumulative impacts on future flooding relative to those analyzed in the FSEIR.
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6.1 Growth-Inducing Impacts


Section 15126.2(d) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that an environmental impact report (EIR) discuss “the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population growth…. It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.”


As discussed in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS), Section 3, Population and Housing, the project would not directly provide new housing or directly increase San Francisco’s population. The project would generate about 3,578 new jobs. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) forecasts that San Francisco’s population will increase by about 238,700 people between 2015 and 2040 and that the City will gain about 142,080 new jobs over this period.[footnoteRef:2] New jobs at Mission Bay Blocks 29–32 would represent about 2.5 percent of citywide job growth. In addition, as stated in Appendix NOP-IS, the new jobs would represent about 0.7 percent of San Francisco’s current labor force and 0.2 percent of the labor force in the five-county region. Thus, while development of the project would represent growth, the generation of new jobs would not encourage substantial new growth that is not currently projected for San Francisco. [2:  	Association of Bay Area Governments, Bay Area Plan Projections 2013, December 2013.] 



The proposed development of Mission Bay Blocks 29–32 would be located within the Mission Bay Priority Development Area (PDA), one of 10 designated PDAs in San Francisco. PDAs are locally identified areas located near transit and having infill development opportunities; they are part of a regional planning initiative led by the ABAG and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). The initiative links land use and transportation planning and promotes a connected and more compact land use pattern. Under the initiative, future growth in the region would be focused in the community-identified PDAs. Growth proposed at the project site would be consistent with the City’s identification of Mission Bay as an area of San Francisco where future growth will be focused.


PDAs are also important components of “Plan Bay Area,” which is the regional planning effort undertaken in response to the Sustainable Communities Strategy (Senate Bill 375), a state law passed in 2008. ABAG and MTC, the agencies leading the Bay Area’s regional planning for the Sustainable Communities Strategy, released the final version of Plan Bay Area in December 2013. The plan focuses much of the region’s projected growth within the PDAs. San Francisco elected officials and agency staff have participated in the Sustainable Communities Strategy development process since its inception, and in 2012 the San Francisco Planning Department updated the City’s long-range land use allocation based on ABAG’s forecast for the Sustainable Communities Strategy. 


Based on this analysis, the project would not have a substantial growth-inducing impact, and no mitigation is required.


6.2 Significant and Unavoidable Impacts


In accordance with CEQA Section 21067 and Sections 15126(b) and 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of this section is to identify impacts that could not be eliminated or reduced to less-than-significant levels by mitigation measures included as part of the project, or by other mitigation measures that could be implemented, as identified in Chapter 5, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. These findings are subject to final determination by the OCII Commission as part of the CEQA findings for the SEIR. If necessary, this chapter will be revised in the Final SEIR to reflect the findings of the Commission.


As described in Chapter 5, the impacts listed below would be considered significant and unavoidable, even with implementation of feasible mitigation measures. With the exception of the impacts listed below, all other project impacts would either be less than significant or reduced to less-than significant levels by implementation of the identified mitigation measures.


Transportation and Circulation


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project area that would operate at Level of Service (LOS) E or F, under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan.


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the project area intersections that would operate at LOS E or F, under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan.


1. The project would result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity, under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan.


1. The project would result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity, under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Noise and Vibration


1. Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity, due to increased roadway noise levels from increased traffic in the project area and due to crowd noise following events affecting nearby sensitive receptors, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the FSEIR.


1. Operation of the proposed project, when considered with other cumulative development, would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity due to increased roadway noise levels from cumulative increases in traffic in the project area. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Air Quality


1. Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the FSEIR. 


1. During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the FSEIR.


1. The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the FSEIR. 


Wind


1. The proposed project structures would alter wind in a manner that would substantially increase the number of wind hazard hours at off-site public areas. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Utilities


1. The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would require the construction of a new or upgraded wastewater pump station, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


1. The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future developments in the Mission Bay South area, would result in the determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's projected wastewater demand in addition to the SFPUC's existing commitments. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR


6.3 Effects Found Not to Be Significant


The NOP distributed for the proposed project included an Initial Study that analyzed resource topics that were determined either not to apply to the proposed project or to have no impact, a less-than-significant impact, or a less-than-significant impact with mitigation. These topics, listed below, are not analyzed in this SEIR: 


· Land Use and Land Use Planning—The project would not physically divide an established community; conflict with land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; or have impacts on the existing character of the vicinity.


· Population and Housing— The project would not induce substantial population growth; displace a substantial amount of existing housing or create demand for additional housing; or displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating replacement housing elsewhere.


· Cultural and Paleontological Resources— The project would not cause an adverse change to historic architectural resources or archaeological resources; destruction of paleontological resources; or disturbance of remains. 


· Noise— The project would not expose people to excessive noise levels in airport or airstrip areas; or be substantially affected by existing noise levels.


· Air Quality— The project would not create objectionable odors.


· Recreation— The project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated; include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment; physically degrade existing recreational resources.


· Utilities and Service Systems— The project would not require the construction of new water facilities; affect the availability of water supply; exceed landfill capacity; or fail to comply with solid waste regulations.


· Public Services— The project would not create impacts associated with the need for new or altered schools, parks, or other services.


· Biological Resources— The project would not cause effects on special-status species, riparian habitat, wetlands, migratory wildlife corridors or sites, or conflict with plans or policies protecting resources, including habitat conservation plans.


· Geology and Soils— The project would not expose people or structures to geologic hazards; cause soil erosion or loss of topsoil; be affected by the presence of unstable soils or geologic units; be affected by the presence of expansive soils or soils incapable of adequately supporting wastewater disposal systems; or cause a substantial change of topography.


· Hydrology and Water Quality— The project would not deplete groundwater supplies; alter drainage patterns, resulting in erosion; place housing and/or structures within a 100-year flood zone; expose people and structures to hazards associated with flooding, failure of a levee or dam, seiche, tsunami, or mudflow; or cause construction-related water quality impacts.


· Hazards and Hazardous Materials— The project would not cause risk of upset and accident conditions involving release of hazardous materials; emit hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of a school; be located on a site listed on a hazardous materials database; be located on airport or air strip land use areas; impair implementation of emergency response or evacuation plan; expose people or structures to fire risk; or create construction-related hazards and hazardous materials impacts.


· Mineral and Energy Resources— The project would not cause the loss of known valuable mineral resources of the state or locally important resources; encourage activities that result in wasteful use of energy resources.


· Agriculture and Forest Resources— The project would not convert resources identified by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program to nonagricultural use; conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or Williamson Act contract; or involve changes that could result in Farmland of Statewide Importance to nonagricultural use.


Other topics determined to result in less-than-significant impacts or less-than-significant impact with mitigation, in Chapter 5 of this SEIR include the following:


· Transportation and Circulation— The project would not cause substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or pedestrian accessibility under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan; cause hazardous conditions for bicyclists or bicycle accessibility under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan; result in a loading demand that would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan; cause significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan; and would not cause hazardous air traffic safety conditions. 


· Noise and Vibration—The project would not cause a substantial increase in ambient noise levels during construction, including under cumulative conditions; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of established standards during construction or operation; expose people and structures to or generate excessive groundborne vibration levels; or be substantially affected by noise from future operations at the helipad at the adjacent UCSF hospital. 


· Air Quality—The project would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter but would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations; and would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2010 Clean Air Plan.


· Greenhouse Gas Emissions—The project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with plans or policies adopted for the purpose of reducing emissions of greenhouse gases.


· Shadow—The project would not create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. 


· Utilities and Service Systems--The project would not require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.


· Public Services—The project would not create impacts associated with the need for new or altered fire protection, emergency medical services, or law enforcement facilities during construction or operation, either directly or cumulatively.


· Hydrology and Water Quality—The project would not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the NPDES permit for the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plan; violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; otherwise substantially degrade water quality as a result of changes in discharges to the Bay; exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system; provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding due to sea level rise.


6.4 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources


In accordance with Section 21100(b)(2)(B) of CEQA, and Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must identify any significant irreversible environmental changes that could result from implementation of the proposed project. This may include current or future uses of non-renewable resources, and secondary or growth-inducing impacts that commit future uses of non-renewable resources, and secondary or growth-inducing impacts that commit future generations to similar uses. According to the CEQA Guidelines, irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified.


In general, such irreversible commitments include resources such as energy consumed and construction materials used in construction of a proposed project, as well as the energy and natural resources (notably water) that would be required to sustain a project and its inhabitants or occupants over the usable life of the project. 


The project would use fossil fuel during demolition of existing parking lots where new buildings would be located, and during construction of the proposed new buildings. Construction would also require the commitment of construction materials, such as steel, aluminum, and other metals, concrete, masonry, lumber, sand and gravel, and other such materials, as well as water. The proposed project would commit future generations to an irreversible commitment of energy, primarily in the form of fossil fuels for heating and cooling of buildings, for automobile and truck fuel, and for energy production. The project would require an ongoing commitment of potable water for building occupants and landscaping. Because all development would comply with California Code of Regulations Title 24 and the City’s Green Building Ordinance and the project would to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED©) Gold standards, this development would be expected to use less energy and water over the lifetime of the proposed buildings than comparable structures not built to these same standards. 


6.5 Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved


On November 11, 2014, the Office of Community Infrastructure and Investment issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). Individuals, groups, and agencies that received these notices included owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site and other potentially interested parties, including various regional, state, and local agencies. A scoping meeting was held on December 9, 2014, to solicit comments on the scope of the SEIR. The NOP and Initial Study are included in Appendix NOP-IS of this document.


Based on the number of comments received on each of the topics listed, controversial issues for the proposed project, as expressed by community members, are the following:


· Why the project is analyzed under a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report;


· Which City ordinances, regulations, and approval requirements are superseded or otherwise different in the Mission Bay area;


· Aesthetic effects of the proposed development, including views through the project site, light and glare effects from construction, building lighting, and outdoor events;


· The approach to the transportation impact analysis, reasons for the assumptions incorporated (specifically into mode share), times of day and week studied, and cumulative projects considered;


· Impacts on transportation and circulation (including highways, arterial streets, local streets, pinch points, transit stations and service, and emergency response), as well as mitigation measures—specifically a Transportation Management Plan—that would reduce such impacts; 


· Provision of sufficient bicycle and pedestrian circulation facilities and impacts to bicyclists and pedestrians;


· Parking supply and demand under both existing conditions and with the project;


· Financing, monitoring, and responsibility for implementation of mitigation measures;


· Noise from construction, outdoor events, crowds, operational traffic and generators;


· Impact from exposure to air pollutants during construction and operation;


· Effects on nearby infrastructure and facilities, including the Mariposa pump station and Bayfront Park;


· Security and crowd management, provision of public restrooms, provision of trash receptacles, littering, vermin, graffiti, and public intoxication;


· Economic effects of the project on the surrounding neighborhood and City; and


· Cumulative impacts of development of the project combined with development of other projects, and development under other plans, in the vicinity.


· Is there anything we want to add to recognize the concerns raised by the Alliance?  Generally their concerns are covered – guess if the site would be better used for another use would be the only other additional – discuss at the all-day meeting.
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Compliance Checklist Table for
Greenhouse Gas Analysis:


Table 1.  Private Development Projects


A.   GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION:



Date:
XXXXX XX, 2015




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


Case Number, Planning Department: 2014.1441E


Case Number, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure: ER 2014-919-97


Project Address and Block/Lot: Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32;




Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Standard to be Met (Select one)
: LEED® Gold 


Compliance Checklist Prepared By:  Orion Environmental Associates 



Date:  XXXXX XX , 2015


Brief Project Description: GSW Arena LLC, an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC that owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses on an approximately 11-acre site on Blocks 29-32 of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area of San Francisco. The rectangular-shaped project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The proposed event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season and would provide a year-round venue for a range of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences, and conventions. The mixed-use development would support office and retail uses, open space, and structured parking.


B.   COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST TABLE:



Table 1. Regulations Applicable to Private Development Projects



			Regulation


			Requirements


			Project Consistency


			Remarks





			Transportation Sector





			Commuter Benefits Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Section 427)


			All employers of 20 or more employees nationwide must provide at least one of the following benefit programs:



(1) A Pre-Tax Election consistent with 26 U.S.C. § 132(f), allowing employees to elect to exclude from taxable wages and compensation, employee commuting costs incurred for transit passes or vanpool charges, or 



(2) Employer Paid Benefit whereby the employer supplies a transit or vanpool subsidy for each Covered Employee. The subsidy must be at least equal in value to the current cost of the Muni Fast Pass including BART travel, or 



(3) Employer Provided Transportation furnished by the employer at no cost to the employee in a vanpool or bus, or similar multi-passenger vehicle operated by or for the employer. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with the Commuter Benefits Ordinance because all employers within the event center and mixed use development with 20 or more employees would participate in at least one of the benefit programs as required under this ordinance. 


The Golden State Warriors would have approximately 255 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees. There would be an additional 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees on game days or an additional 675 to 1,000 day-of-event employees during other events. Retail and office uses are estimated to generate an additional 2,479 FTE non-Warriors employees, and individual employers with 20 or more employees would be required to comply with this ordinance.











			Emergency Ride Home Program


			All San Francisco companies are eligible to register for the Emergency Ride Home program. Employers must register annually. Once registered, all San Francisco employees of the company are eligible to request reimbursement.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would comply with the Emergency Ride Home Program because the project sponsor would enroll in the program and provide the City-prepared flier or program brochure describing the program to all employees. The project sponsor would also encourage tenants to enroll and would provide the same information to all tenants.











			Transportation Management Programs (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 163)


			Requires new buildings or additions over a specified size (buildings >25,000 sf or 100,000 sf depending on the use and zoning district) within certain zoning districts (including downtown and mixed-use districts in the City’s eastern neighborhoods and south of market) to implement a Transportation Management Program and provide on-site transportation management brokerage services for the life of the building. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes. As part of the plan, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency would also prepare a Transit Service Plan to provide for Muni transit services and facilities to accommodate that anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. In addition, the project would comply with the Mission Bay Transportation Management Plan requirements.





			Transit Impact Development Fee (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 411)






			Establishes fees for all commercial developments. Fees are paid to DBI and provided to SFMTA to improve local transit services. 





			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because _______________


GSW response forthcoming. 


The project will comply





			Jobs-Housing Linkage Program (San Francisco Planning Code Section 413)


			The Jobs-Housing Program found that new large scale developments attract new employees to the City who require housing. The program is designed to provide housing for those new uses within San Francisco, thereby allowing employees to live close to their place of employment. 


The program requires a developer to pay a fee or contribute land suitable for housing to a housing developer or pay an in-lieu fee.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project is located within and is consistent with the overall approved Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. This plan has identified land uses on a block-by-block basis that provides housing in proximity to commercial/industrial uses. With respect to this specific project, residential uses are designated less than 1/4 -mile north of the project site.





			Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 4, Section 402)


			The San Francisco Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance requires commercial property owners to:



(A) Allow tenants to bring their bicycles to their leased space, or



(B) Provide secure bicycle parking on-site, or



(C) Provide off-site bike parking access for tenants


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			This regulation does not apply because no existing buildings would be used or modified under the proposed project. The project consists only of construction of new buildings. 





			Bicycle Parking, Showers, and Lockers in New and Expanded Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.1-155.4)


			Requires bicycle facilities for new and expanded buildings, new dwelling units, change of occupancy, increase of use intensity, and added parking capacity/area. Refer to Section 155.2 and 155.3 for requirements by use. 


Non-residential projects that add 10 or more parking spaces: meet Planning Code section 155 or CalGreen Building Code Section 5.106.4 (provide short and long-term (secure) bicycle parking for at least 5% of motorized vehicle capacity), whichever is stricter.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project design for the event center and mixed use development would provide for a total of 586 bicycle parking spaces, including 111 Class 1 spaces within the office/retail buildings, 300 Class 2 spaces (which would be valet staffed on event days to make them Class 1 spaces), 100 Class 1 spaces in a temporary corral, and 75 Class 2 spaces for the office/retail buildings. In addition, the event center and the office/retail buildings would include showers and locker facilities. 


Based on the project's design of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, the CALGreen requirement calls for 5% of new off-street parking, or 48 bicycle spaces. Similarly, Planning Code Section 155 requires 1 bicycle space for every 20 new vehicle parking space or 48 bicycles spaces. The project would exceed these requirements.




















			Bicycle parking in non-accessory parking garages (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			No Class 1 spaces required. One Class 2 space for every 20 auto spaces, except in no case less than six Class 2 spaces. Where parking capacity is increased by 10 or more spaces, CalGreen Building Code Section 5.106.4 applies. 






			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project design for the event center and mixed use development includes 586 bicycle parking spaces (including 375 Class 2 spaces) compared to 950 vehicle parking spaces, exceeding these requirements.






 





			Bicycle parking in Residential Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			(A) For projects up to 50 dwelling units, one Class 1 space for every 2 dwelling units.



(B) For projects over 50 dwelling units, 25 Class 1 spaces plus one Class 1 space for every 4 dwelling units over 50.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			Fuel Efficient Vehicle and Carpool Parking (San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.10 and CalGreen Section 5.106.5) 






			Requires New Large Commercial projects, New High-rise Residential projects and Commercial Interior projects to provide designated parking for low-emitting, fuel efficient, and carpool/van pool vehicles.  For projects with a parking capacity of more than 200 spaces, mark 8% of parking stalls for such vehicles.






			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project design for the event center and mixed use development includes a total of 21 fuel efficient vehicle (FEV)  parking spaces, 30 VCS spaces, and 51 spaces for carpool vehicles. In the event that 30 VCS parking spaces are not feasible, the project would have 51 FEV and 51 carpool spaces. This represents 10.6% percent of the 950 total parking. exceeding the 8% requirement.












			Car Sharing Requirements (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 166)


			New residential projects or renovation of buildings being converted to residential uses within most of the City’s mixed-use and transit-oriented residential districts are required to provide car share parking spaces.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			Energy Efficiency Sector





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Energy Efficiency (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.201.1,  5.201.1.1)






			· Demonstrate compliance with California Energy Code (Title 24 Part 6 Energy Standards (2013)).






			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with the energy efficiency requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code and California Energy Code. The proposed development would be designed to LEED® Gold standards and would incorporate a variety of energy conservation and efficiency design features, such as high efficiency mechanical systems and lighting design, in order to comply with code requirements.








			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (LEED EA3, San Francisco Green Building Code 5.103.1.4, CalGreen 5.410.2 and 5.410.4)






			New non-residential buildings and alterations to non-residential buildings must conduct design and construction commissioning to verify energy and water using components meet the owner’s or owner representative’s project requirements. Commissioning requirements apply to all building operating systems covered by Title 24 Part 6, as well as process equipment and controls, and renewable energy systems.  



· New non-residential projects ≥25,000 sq ft: complete Enhanced Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (meeting LEED EAc3 – San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.4 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.)



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations <25,000 square feet and ≥10,000 square feet: commission all energy systems (CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410) 



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations less than 10,000 square feet, must complete testing and adjusting of energy systems. (CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.4)



· New residential high rise, new commercial interior, and Major Alterations to Residential buildings must each commission building energy systems, meeting the LEED prerequisite EAp1.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project would have a commissioning team performing the Cx requirements per the Enhanced Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (meeting LEED EAc3 – San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.4 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.).








			San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance (Public Works Code Article 4.2, Section 147)






			All projects disturbing more than 5,000 square feet of ground surface must manage stormwater on-site using low impact design. Comply with the Stormwater Management Ordinance, including SFPUC Stormwater Design Guidelines. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because it would comply with the post-construction requirements of the Stormwater Management Ordinance, including the Stormwater Design Guidelines, which would be a condition of obtaining a building permit. Stormwater management features of the project include typical LID practices, such as filtration basins, rain gardens, and extensive green roofs, as well as unique and innovative systems, such as a filtration ring installed on the arena itself.  4% of the hardscape and impermeable surfaces of the site, including typical roofs, is treated in SFPUC regulation filtration basins.  In addition, approximately 50,000 SF of self-treating green roofs are included.








			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for water use reduction (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.103.2.2 and 5.103.1.2; and CalGreen 4.303.1 and 5.303.2)


			All new buildings must comply with current California water fixture and fitting efficiency requirements. All fixtures and fittings within areas of alteration, or serving areas of alteration, must be upgraded to current California and San Francisco fixture and fitting water efficiency requirements. (For local requirements applicable to alterations, see Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance and Residential Water Conservation Ordinance below.) Additionally:  



· New large commercial and high-rise residential projects: incorporate fixtures and fittings cutting water consumption by a total of 30% (LEED WEc3)


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because it would comply with the water efficiency requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code as a condition of obtaining a building permit. Proposed water fixture and fittings would reduce water consumption by a minimum of 35%.  The project would utilize auto-sensor restroom lavatories, pint flush (0.125 gpf) urinals, 1.28 gpf water closets, 1.5 gpm break room sinks, and 1.5 gpm showerheads.








			Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code, Chapter 13A)


			Requires all alterations to existing commercial properties to achieve the following:



1. If  showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm.



2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve.



3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4. If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet.



5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit.



6. Repair all water leaks.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable 


			This requirement does not apply to the project because the project consists of new construction of commercial properties and does not include the improvement of any existing commercial properties.





			Residential Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Housing Code, Chapter 12A)






			Requires all residential properties (existing and new), prior to sale, to upgrade to the following minimum standards:



1. If  showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm.



2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve.



3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Residential lavatory: ≤1.5 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4. If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet.



5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit.



6. Repair all water leaks. 


Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued. 


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable 


			This requirement does not apply to the project because the project does not include any residential uses.





			San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance (San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 63)






			Projects that include 1,000 square feet (sf) or more of new or modified landscape are subject to this ordinance, which requires that landscape projects be installed, constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with rules adopted by the SFPUC that establish a water budget for outdoor water consumption.



Tier 1:  1,000 sf <= project landscape < 2,500 sf



Tier 2: Project landscape area is greater than or equal to 2,500 sf.  Note; Tier 2 compliance requires the services of landscape professionals.



See the SFPUC Web site for information regarding exemptions to this requirement.


www.sfwater.org/landscape


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project would comply with San Francisco’s Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance as a condition of obtaining a building permit. Proposed water efficiency features for landscaped areas include low-water use planting selections, including extensive use of sedum and allium based green roof materials, as well as designing the soil mix to have a high available water holding capacity to mitigate waste.








			Residential Energy Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Housing Code, Chapter 12)


			Prior to transfer of title as a result of sale (including condominiums), residential properties that received a building permit prior to July 1978 the seller must provide the buyer a certificate of compliance, and the certificate must be recorded with the San Francisco Recorder’s Office. To comply, install the following measures as applicable: 



· attic insulation; weather-stripping all doors leading from heated to unheated areas; insulating hot water heaters and insulating hot water pipes; installing low-flow showerheads; caulking and sealing any openings or cracks in the building’s exterior; and insulating accessible heating and cooling ducts.. Apartment buildings and hotels are also required to insulate steam and hot water pipes and tanks, clean and tune their boilers, repair boiler leaks, and install a time-clock on the burner. 



· Maximum required expenditure: $1300 for 1-2 unit dwellings, and for buildings with 3 or more units, 1% of the assessed value or purchase price as applicable.


Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable 


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			San Francisco Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 20)


			Owners of nonresidential buildings in San Francisco with ≥10,000 square feet that are heated or cooled must conduct energy efficiency audits, as well as to annually measure and disclose energy performance.  Certain exceptions apply for new construction or if specified performance criteria are met.





			☐     Yes



☐    No


   Not Applicable 





			





This requirement does not apply to the project because the project includes only new construction and no existing commercial buildings would be retained onsite. 












			Renewable Energy 





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Renewable Energy (San Francisco Green Building Code 5.103.1.5)






			New commercial buildings of  ≥25,000 square feet must either generate 1% of energy on-site with renewables (EAc2), or purchase renewable energy credits equal to 35% of total electricity use for at least 2 years (LEED EAc6), or achieve at least a 10% compliance margin beyond Title 24 2013. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because it would purchase Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs) equal to 70% of total electricity use for at least 2 years for those buildings ≥ 25,000 square feet.








			Waste Reduction Sector





			Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 19 and CalGreen 5.410.1)


			All persons in San Francisco are required to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables and trash, and place each type of refuse in a separate container designated for disposal of that type of refuse.  (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19)



All new construction, renovation and alterations must provide for the storage, collection, and loading of recyclables, compost and solid waste in a manner that is convenient for all users of the building. (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.1)


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project sponsor and its tenants would implement the requirements of San Francisco’s Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance and CalGreen Building Code for recycling. The project design would include the following features: Paper, glass, corrugated cardboard, plastic, and metals would be collected on site for recycling.  Recycling bins and composting containers would be conveniently located throughout the buildings.  They would then be collected and stored near the loading dock for hauling from the site.








			San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 14, San Francisco Building Code Chapter 13B, and San Francisco Health Code Section 288)


			Applies to all projects: No construction and demolition material may be taken to landfill or placed in the garbage. All (100% of) mixed debris must be transported by a registered hauler to a registered facility to be processed for recycling. Source separated material must be taken to a facility that recycles or reuses those materials.  



Additionally, projects that include full demolition of an existing structure must submit a waste diversion plan to the Director of the Department Environment and the plan must provide for a minimum of 65% diversion from landfill of construction and demolition debris, including materials source separated for reuse or recycling.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with these requirements because as part of the construction specifications, the project sponsor would require its contractors to comply with and implement San Francisco’s requirements for recycling of construction debris. 






 





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Construction and demolition debris recycling  (5.103.1.3 and 4.103.2.3)


			In addition to complying with Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, new commercial buildings of ≥25,000 square feet and new residential buildings of 4 or more occupied floors must develop a plan to divert a minimum of 75% of construction and demolition debris from landfill, and meet LEED Materials & Resources Credit 2. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with these requirements because as part of the construction specifications, the project sponsor would require its contractors to comply with and implement San Francisco’s mandatory requirements for diverting at least 75% of all wastes from landfills.











			Environment/Conservation Sector





			Street Tree Planting Requirements for New Construction (San Francisco Planning Code Section 138.1)


			Planning Code Section 138.1 requires new construction, significant alterations or relocation of buildings within many of San Francisco’s zoning districts to plant one 24-inch box tree for every 20 feet along the property street frontage.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with these requirements because the project's landscaping design incorporates the requirements of the South Plan Area Streetscape Master. The project would include planting of 79 street trees along Third Street, 16th Street, and future alignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, approximately every 25 feet where possible.  









			Light Pollution Reduction (CalGreen 5.106.8)


			For nonresidential projects, comply with lighting power requirements in CA Energy Code, CCR Part 6. Meet California Energy Code minimum for Lighting Zones 1-4 with Backlight/Uplight/Glare ratings meeting CalGreen Building Code Table 5.106.8.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement project because the project design complies with and implements the light pollution reduction requirements of the CalGreen Building Standards Code, which would be a condition of obtaining a building permit. Light pollution reduction features included in the project design include exterior lighting fixture selections that will have minimum BUG ratings as allowed by required illuminance levels.








			Construction Site Runoff Control (Public Works Code Article 4.2, Section 146)






			San Francisco’s Construction Site Runoff Control requirements apply to any project disturbing ≥5,000 square feet of ground surface. Covered projects must obtain a Construction Site Runoff Control Permit. Applicants must submit and receive approval of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan prior to commencing any construction-related activities. The plan must be site-specific, and provide details of the use, location, and emplacement of the sediment and erosion control devices at the project site. For projects that involve disturbance of more than one acre of land and are located in an area served by a separate storm sewer system, applicants may submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that complies with the State of California's General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity in lieu of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. 



All construction sites, regardless of size, must implement BMPs to prevent illicit discharge into the sewer system. For more information on San Francisco’s requirements, see www.sfwater.org.






			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because as part of the construction specifications, the contractors would be required to obtain and comply with the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. The project is located in an area served by a separate storm sewer system and as such, the project sponsor or its contractors would prepare and  submit a site-specific SWPPP for all construction activities. During construction, the contractors would implement best management practices (BMPs) and comply with the conditions of the approved SWPPP.






 





			Enhanced Refrigerant Management (CalGreen 5.508.1.2, and 5.508.2)


			Commercial buildings must not install equipment that contains chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) or halons. Applies to new construction and all alterations.



New commercial refrigeration systems containing refrigerants with Global Warming Potential (GWP) of 150 or greater, installed in food stores with 8,000 square feet or more of refrigerated display cases, walk-in coolers or freezers connected to remote compressor units or condensing units: Piping shall meet all requirements of 5.508.2 (all sections), and shall undergo pressure testing during installation prior to evacuation and charging. System shall stand unaltered for 24 hours with no more than a one pound pressure change from 300 psig.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project sponsor and its tenants (including the proposed food hall) would implement and comply with the CalGreen Building Code requirements for enhanced refrigerant management.











			Finish Material Pollutant Control: Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 5.504.4 – all sections.)






			These requirements apply to nonresidential projects:



Adhesives, sealants, and caulks - Comply with VOC limits in SCAQMD Rule 1168 VOC limits and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol adhesives.



Paints and coatings - Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints.



Carpet - All carpet must meet one of the following:



1. Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label Plus Program,



2. California Department of Public Health Standard Practice for the testing of VOCs (Specification 01350),



3. NSF/ANSI 140 at the Gold level,



4. Scientific Certifications Systems Sustainable Choice, OR



5. California Collaborative for High Performance Schools EQ 2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database 



and carpet cushion must meet Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label, and indoor carpet adhesive & carpet pad adhesive must not exceed 50 g/L VOC content.



Composite wood - Meet CARB Air Toxics Control Measure for Composite Wood, including meeting the emission limits in CalGreen Building Code Table 5.504.4.5. 



Resilient flooring systems - For 80% of floor area receiving resilient flooring, install resilient flooring complying with:



1. Certified under the Resilient Floor Covering Institute (RFCI) FloorScore program,



2. Compliant with the VOC-emission limits and testing requirements of California Department of Public Health 2010 Standard Method for the Testing and Evaluation Chambers v.1.1,



3. Compliant with the Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CHPS) EQ2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database, OR



4. Certified under the Greenguard Children & Schools Program to comply with California Department of Public Health criteria.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would comply with these requirements because the project sponsor and its tenants would require that contractors implement and comply with the Finish Material Pollutant Control Requirements of the CalGreen Building Code, which would be a condition for obtaining a building permit. 












			Pollutant Control: Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 4.504 - all sections.)






			These requirements apply to residential projects:



Interior paints and coatings: Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints. See CalGreen Table 4.504.3 for details.


Aerosol paints and coatings - Meet BAAQMD VOC limits (Regulation 8, Rule 49) and Product-Weighted MIR Limits for Reactive Organic Compound. (CCR Title 17, Section 94520)



Caulks, Construction adhesives, and Sealants - Meet SCAQMD Rule 1168. See CalGreen Tables 4.504.1 and 4.504.2



Composite Wood - Meet California Air Resources Board Airborne Toxic Control Measure formaldehyde limits for composite wood. See CalGreen Building Code Table 4.504.5


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			Wood Burning Fireplace Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code 3111.3; CalGreen 4.503.1 and 5.503.1)


			Wood burning fire places must be a direct-vent or sealed combustion unit and must be compliant with EPA Phase II limits (except those that are designed for food preparation in new or existing restaurants or bakeries) . The combustion unit must be at least one of the following:



· Pellet-fueled wood heater



· EPA approved wood heater



· Wood heater approved by the Northern Sonoma Air Pollution Control District






			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because if the project were to include wood burning fireplaces, the project design would implement and comply with the San Francisco Building Code and CalGreen Building Code requirements for use of wood burning fireplaces.





 





			Regulation of Diesel Backup Generators (San Francisco Health Code, Article 30)


			Requires (among other things):



· All diesel generators to be registered with the Department of Public Health


· All new diesel generators must be equipped with the best available control technologies as determined by the California Air Resources Board or the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project sponsor would implement and comply with, and would require its tenants to implement and comply with, the requirements of Article 30 of the San Francisco Health Code addressing the use of diesel back up generators. 





 








� Refers to the standard to be met per the San Francisco Green Building Code. See � HYPERLINK "http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins" �http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins� for latest “AB-093” to determine which standard your project is required to meet, if applicable.
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: "Clarke Miller"; Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; David Kelman; richyworks@mac.com
Subject: RE: FINAL PRE-PRINT CHECK
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 12:48:48 PM
Attachments: image002.png


image003.png


FYI, we caught a typo in the site plan (SE plaza height was mislabeled, now corrected to +0’) and
have switched out a few of the gatehouse images in the draft you saw to match what you received
last week in the packages.
 
No other changes, so we’ll go ahead and get these printing asap. Thanks for the quick review!
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 12:46 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: 'Clarke Miller'; Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; David Kelman; richyworks@mac.com
Subject: RE: FINAL PRE-PRINT CHECK
 
Perfect – Amazing work.  Thanks all!  Let me know when the courier is on their way so that I can
keep an eye out for them.
 
Hope you all get the night off.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 12:05 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: 'Clarke Miller'; Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; David Kelman; richyworks@mac.com



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com
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mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:lweingartner@manicaarchitecture.com
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Subject: FINAL PRE-PRINT CHECK
Importance: High
 
Catherine –
 
Please review the attached (link below) and make sure we picked up all your comments before I
start printing this.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/2o3wndl31o4v3cn/2015.05.12_Commissions_Book_TuesdayDraft.pdf?
dl=0
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 



https://www.dropbox.com/s/2o3wndl31o4v3cn/2015.05.12_Commissions_Book_TuesdayDraft.pdf?dl=0
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: More EIR Sections
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 10:51:15 PM
Attachments: 5-07_Utilities_GSW MB ADSEIR2CR.docx


5-09_Hydrology_GSW MB ADSEIR2CR.docx
6_Other_CEQA_GSW MB ADSEIR2CR.docx
GSW_GHG_Checklist_DRAFT_042815CR.doc


Hi all - I think I have reviewed all the sections other than the transportation (saving that fun
for last).   CC-ed Adam to make sure he looks at the GHG section and the TIDF question (he
already knows the issue).  In addition, I noticed the following two things in the appendices
(no other comments on the appendices):


- AQ - the site plan doesn't look to be the most recent (the main plaza is showing 10+
elevation instead of 8)
- Hydro - should the Draft in the Memo title be taken out, or wait for Final EIR?
- Noise - on page 9 and 10 the table runs over - could be formatted to be on on page.


Otherwise, all minor nits.  Great job all!



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

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org
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5.7 [bookmark: _GoBack]Utilities and Service Systems


Introduction


This section addresses potential effects of the project on existing wastewater and stormwater systems. The existing wastewater and stormwater infrastructure at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was published is described along with changes to the infrastructure constructed by the master developer in accordance with mitigation required by the Mission Bay FSEIR. The impact analysis considers whether project-generated wastewater and stormwater flows would result in the need to construct new or expanded facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 


Utilities impacts related to water supply and solid waste are described in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS). The project’s impacts related to exceeding the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board and on combined sewer discharges, are addressed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Utilities Analysis


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


Wastewater/Stormwater Collection and Treatment


The Mission Bay FSEIR described the City’s combined wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment systems in two different sections of the document, the Community Services and Utilities section and the Hydrology and Water Quality section. The Mission Bay Plan area is located in the City’s Bayside drainage basin, in which combined stormwater and sanitary sewage (wastewater) are collected, then conveyed to and treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) near Islais Creek. At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was published, the entire Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area was located in four sub-basins, with the project site at Blocks 29-32 draining to two of the sub-basins. The north and east portions of the Blocks 29-32 site drained to the Bay sub-basin, and stormwater from the Bay sub-basin drained directly to the Bay, not the combined sewer system. The balance of Blocks 29-32 drained to the Mariposa sub-basin. Wastewater flows from both basins were collected in the combined sewer system and conveyed to the SEWPCP for treatment. Wastewater flows from the Mariposa sub-basin were transported from the Mariposa dry-weather pump station to the SEWPCP via a 10-inch force main. 


Stormwater in the Mariposa sub-basin was directed to the Mariposa wet weather pump station via the Mariposa storage/transport sewer under Mariposa Street, and ultimately to the SEWPCP. During wet weather, the wet-weather pump station system transported combined storm runoff and sewage south to gravity sewers at 21st Street and Illinois Street via a 20-inch force main under Third Street. At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was published, the existing Third Street sewer was inadequate to handle wet-weather flows and the City planned to construct the Illinois Street Auxiliary Sewer to accommodate the flows and transport them from the Mariposa Pump Station to the SEWPCP. As planned, this auxiliary sewer would be a 60-inch gravity sewer extending beneath Illinois Street, between 24th Street and the Islais Creek Transport Storage Structure located at the intersection of Third Street and Caesar Chavez Street. Construction of the Illinois Street Auxiliary Sewer was expected to begin in 1998. 


North of Blocks 29-32, wastewater and stormwater generated in the Plan area drained to the Central sub-basin, which directed flows to the Channel and North-of-Channel storage sewers and ultimately to the Channel Pump Station. From there, flows were pumped to the SEWPCP through a 66-inch-diameter force main. Excess wet weather flows from this sub-basin were discharged to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) via six combined sewer discharge structures.


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported the existing wastewater generation from the Mission Bay Plan area (based on the 1990 FEIR) was approximately 0.072 million gallons per day (mgd), and the existing wastewater volume treated at the SEWPCP was an average of 67 mgd.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


As described below, during the Draft SEIR phase of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the document originally analyzed one approach to managing stormwater and wastewater in the Plan area, but this approach was augmented and revised during the Responses to Comments phase. The original approach included reconfiguring the Central and Mariposa sub-basins of the combined sewer system, constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, and continuing to use the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system for the collection of both wastewater and stormwater. This approach was revised with the inclusion of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 which required design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the City's combined sewer system do not contribute to combined sewer discharges. This mitigation approach is described in Section 5.7.2.3, below. The revised approach, which was ultimately adopted and implemented, involved constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the Mariposa sub-basin as well as directing all stormwater flows in both basins to the separate stormwater systems.


Mission Bay Plan Impacts at Buildout


The Mission Bay FSEIR described major sewer upgrades within the Mission Bay Plan area that were proposed as part of the Mission Bay Plan. The proposed improvements included changes to both the Central/Bay and Mariposa sub-basins of the City’s combined sewer system.


As indicated in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the Central and Bay sub-basins would be reconfigured into one basin as shown on Figure 5.7-1. The reconfigured Central basin would accommodate wastewater and stormwater flows in separate sanitary-sewer-only and storm-drainage–only lines. The sub-basin would extend from about 300 feet north of 16th Street to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek), and would include the northern portions of Blocks 29-32. Sanitary flows from the sub-basin would flow to one of two drainage areas, which would both drain to the 



Insert Figure 5.7-1



Channel Street storage sewer by gravity. Under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, during wet weather, wastewater from both drainage areas would be lifted to the top of the storage sewer to prevent potential flow problems. The separate stormwater system would transport stormwater runoff to four proposed pump stations via gravity. The pump stations would direct the initial 80 percent of stormwater flows to the combined sewer system for ultimate treatment at the SEWPCP. The remainder of the stormwater flows, approximately 20 percent of the annual stormwater flows, would be discharged to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) or the Bay through one of the four new stormwater outfalls adjacent to the new pump stations.


The original approach indicated that the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system would be reconfigured as shown on Figure 5.7-1, and would continue to accommodate both wastewater and stormwater from the southern portion of Blocks 29-32. The planned reconfigured basin would extend from about 300 feet north of 16th Street to Mariposa Street.


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with the original approach to sewer system improvements, the Mission Bay Plan would accommodate the projected increases in wastewater generation and stormwater flows, and Mission Bay plan effects on wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Interim Impacts during Phased Development


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities Impacts section stated that when a specific development plan within the Mission Bay Plan area is proposed, the project proponent would be required to submit preliminary infrastructure plans for review. If the specific development phase were to trigger the need for increased sewer capacity, upgraded sewer lines, or expanded sewer service, the proposed improvements would be described in the preliminary plan, and would require the approval of the San Francisco Clean Water Program [currently part of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)] staff. The proposed improvements would be based on the “adjacency” concept, meaning that the improvements would need to provide adequate conveyance and storage capacity for the phase under development as well as for expected future development to be served by the same improvements. Large scale improvements needed for cumulative effects of development phases would be reviewed by the Clean Water Program staff and could include major infrastructure improvements, such as installation of new sewer lines or a pump station. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities Impacts section reported that infrastructure development of the proposed separate stormwater system for the Central sub-basin would occur with each phase, but would not necessarily be immediately operational. Under the original approach, the Mission Bay Draft SEIR indicated that as part of the Mission Bay Plan and required by Mitigation Measure M.5, all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the original Bay basin (incorporated into the Central sub-basin as part of the project) would be conveyed to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system, to ensure potential impacts to water quality during this interim period would remain less than significant.


Mission Bay FSEIR Estimates of Wastewater Flows


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay Plan would generate approximately 2.5 mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow), or 3.7 percent of the volume of wastewater treated at the SEWPCP at the time of Mission Bay FSEIR publication. For Blocks 29-32, equal amounts of wastewater were expected to be routed to the Mariposa sub-basin via the City’s Mariposa Pump Station and to the reconfigured Central sub-basin via the City’s Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station located at Park P15. The estimated peak wastewater flow to each sub-basin from the project site was 0.289 mgd, and the estimated average flow was 0.096 mgd. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effects on wastewater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant with mitigation because the proposed sewer system improvements under the Mission Bay Plan, including reconfiguration of the Central/Bay and Mariposa sub-basins, would accommodate the projected increases in wastewater generation.


Similarly, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effects related to construction of new storm drainage facilities would be less than significant with mitigation because the proposed sewer system improvements under the Mission Bay Plan, including reconfiguration of the Central/Bay and Mariposa sub-basins, would accommodate the projected changes in stormwater flows.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Approach


Mitigation Measure K.3 of the Mission Bay FSEIR requires design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the City's combined sewer system do not contribute to combined sewer discharges. The master developer adopted Mitigation Scenario B described in the Summary of Comments and Responses of the Mission Bay FSEIR (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253). This scenario meets the requirements of Mitigation Measure K.3 by constructing a separate stormwater system throughout the Mission Bay South Plan area to convey stormwater to the Bay rather than conveying stormwater from this area to the City's combined sewer system. The separate stormwater system is described in the approved Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan. With construction of this separate stormwater system, only wastewater from the Mission Bay South Plan area would be conveyed to the combined sewer system. 


The separate stormwater system adopted and currently being implemented by the master developer includes four drainage zones within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Central sub-basin and one drainage zone within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin.[footnoteRef:2] Stormwater in each of the drainage zones flows by gravity to one of five stormwater pump stations in the locations shown on Figure 5.7-2, including pump station SDPS-5 near the east end of 16th Street, which was not anticipated in the original project described in the Mission Bay FSEIR. When construction of this system is completed (currently under construction  [2:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and Catellus Development Corporation, Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.] 




Insert Figure 5.7-2 



and anticipated to be completed in 2015, prior to construction and operation of the proposed project), all stormwater runoff from Mission Bay South will be conveyed through the separate stormwater system and discharged to the Bay and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.5 required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the former Bay sub-basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system under the original approach. However, this mitigation measure is not applicable to the proposed project because stormwater from the project site would discharge to the separate stormwater system being constructed in accordance with the approved Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan as described above.


Setting


Combined Sewer System


Currently, the SEWPCP treats both dry and wet-weather flows from the eastside of the City—specifically the Bayside drainage basin of the City’s combined sewer system (shown on Figure 5.9-1 in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality) — similar to what was described in the Mission Bay FSEIR (see Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a more detailed description). The plant has a dry-weather capacity of 84.5 mgd. During dry weather, wastewater flows consist mainly of municipal and industrial sanitary sewage and wastewater, and the annual average wastewater flow during dry weather is 60 mgd[footnoteRef:3] (a reduction of 7 mgd from the 67 mgd reported by the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998). The wet-weather facilities in the Bayside drainage basin have a combined capacity of 400 mgd, plus the 125-million gallon volume of storage and transport boxes that retain the combined stormwater and wastewater flows during wet weather. Flows in excess of the wet-weather capacity of the Bayside treatment facilities receive flow-through treatment in the storage and transport boxes that is the equivalent of primary treatment. The treated flows are discharged to the Bay through 29 combined sewer discharge structures located along the shoreline. [3:  	San Francisco Water Power Sewer, San Francisco’s Wastewater Treatment Facilities. June, 2014.] 



As discussed above, the Mission Bay Plan included reconfiguration of the combined sewer system drainage sub-basins in the Mission Bay South portion of the Bayside drainage basin. As reconfigured, the northern portion of the project site is located in the Central sub-basin, and wastewater flows to this sub-basin are conveyed to the SEWPCP via the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. The southern portion of the project site is located in the Mariposa sub-basin, and wastewater flows to this sub-basin are conveyed to the SEWPCP via the Mariposa Pump Station. However, since the project site is currently undeveloped, except for a parking lot, there are no wastewater flows contributing to either sub-basin.



Mariposa Pump Station


The 240-acre Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system is divided into two tributary areas that direct flow to the Mariposa Pump Station. Tributary B includes Potrero Hill to the south of Mariposa Street and is outside of the Mission Bay Plan area; this tributary area directs both rainwater and wastewater to the pump station. Tributary A includes areas to the north of Mariposa Street that are located within the Plan area; in this area, stormwater flows are directed to the separate stormwater system constructed for the Mission Bay South development, and only wastewater flows are directed to the Mariposa Pump Station. 


The Mariposa Pump Station consists of a dry-weather and wet-weather pump station. The dry-weather pump station was built in 1954 and has a capacity of 1.2 mgd. Average dry-weather flows to the pump station are 0.425 mgd and the peak dry-weather flow historically fluctuated between 0.8 and 1.0 mgd. With the addition of 0.82 mgd of peak wastewater flows from the approved and planned University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) developments in the Plan area, the SFPUC anticipates that peak flows would exceed the capacity of the dry-weather pump station. To address this need for additional capacity, the SFPUC is planning to connect the 10-inch dry weather force main to the 20-inch wet weather force main, which will increase the capacity of the dry-weather pump station to 3.5 mgd in dry weather conditions on an interim basis until long term improvements can be constructed to permanently increase the capacity of the pump station. [footnoteRef:4] Completion of this connection is expected by June 2015.  [4: 	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ] 



The 10 mgd wet-weather pump station and associated 0.7 million gallon transport/storage structure were built in 1993, and new chopper pumps were installed in 2014 to manage debris that accumulates at the pump station. In the event that wet weather flows in the Mariposa sub-basin exceed the combined capacity of the Mariposa pump station and transport/storage structure (11.2 mgd), the excess flows are discharged to the Bay as a combined sewer discharge after receiving flow-through treatment in the transport and storage structure. This system is designed to achieve an annual average of 10 combined sewer discharges per year, but has historically exceeded this average.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 600, Technical Memorandum No. 603, Collection System Configurations Analysis and Impact on Combined Sewer Discharge, Final Draft. December, 2010.] 



Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station


The Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station was constructed by the master developer  in 2011 and accepted by the City in 2012. This pump station receives only wastewater (dry-weather) flows from within the Mission Bay South area and is equipped with four submersible pumps. It is designed for average wastewater flows of 2.0 mgd and peak wastewater flows of 6.0 mgd; this design capacity allowed for an average wastewater contribution of 0.1 mgd and peak contribution of 0.29 mgd from Blocks 29 and 30 at the project site.[footnoteRef:6] Testing in 2010 indicated that the pump station has the capability of pumping 6.7 mgd, but new testing would be needed to confirm this conclusion. Monitoring by the SFPUC in 2015 indicates that existing average wastewater flows to the pump station are 2.2 mgd and peak flows are 3.3 mgd.  [6:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, 2015. Hydraulic Assessment of Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. February 25.] 



Sewer System Improvement Program


The SFPUC is currently implementing the Sewer System Improvement Program (SSIP), a 20-year, multi-billion dollar citywide program to upgrade the City’s aging sewer infrastructure and ensure a reliable and seismically safe sewer system. Bayside projects currently planned under this program include the Central Bayside System Improvement Project, which will include improvements to provide redundancy to the Channel force main (which transports flows from the Channel Pump Station to the SEWPCP); operational and seismic improvements to the SEWPCP; operational improvements to the North Point Wet Weather Facility; and green infrastructure projects to manage stormwater before it enters the combined sewer system. 


San Francisco Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s)


Municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) within San Francisco are stormwater systems that carry stormwater in a separate set of pipes from the SFPUC's combined sewer system. These MS4 systems do not discharge to the combined sewer system and are operated in compliance with State Water Resources Control Board Water Quality Order No. 2013-001-DWQ, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Waste Discharge Requirements for Stormwater Discharges from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems. The separate stormwater system constructed by the master developer in Mission Bay South is subject to this permit.


As described above, the separate stormwater system for the Mission Bay South area includes four drainage zones within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Central sub-basin and one drainage zone within the geographic boundaries of the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin.[footnoteRef:7] Stormwater in each of the drainage zones flows by gravity to one of five stormwater pump stations, as shown on Figure 5.7-2. Construction of this separate stormwater system is scheduled to be completed in 2015. [7:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and Catellus Development Corporation, Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.] 



Regulatory Framework


Please see Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Regulatory Framework, for descriptions of federal, state, and local regulations regarding wastewater and stormwater.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to utilities and service systems if it were to:


· Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects;


· Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; or


· Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that would serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the utilities and service systems analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, pp. 64 through 72), which explains why the proposed project would have a sufficient water supply available to serve the project and would not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements (Impact UT-1). Similarly, the Initial Study explains why the project would not require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities (Impact UT-2); would be served by landfills with sufficient capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste needs (Impact UT-3); and would comply with federal, state, and local statutes related to solid waste (Impact UT-4). Therefore, no further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section.


The criterion related to the potential to exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco Bay Region Regional Water Quality Control Board is addressed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, under Impact HY-1, in combination with the water quality criterion regarding the potential to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. The remaining significance criteria are addressed below.


Approach to Analysis


Construction Impact Methodology


Project construction would not result in a substantial increase in demand on wastewater or storm drainage services over the 26-month construction duration, such that project construction in and of itself would not require construction or expansion of existing wastewater or storm drainage facilities. Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact HY-1a, discusses impacts related to construction dewatering discharge, which is additional detail that has been developed by the project sponsor since publication of the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS). As described in that impact, proposed dewatering discharge options would include options for direct discharge to the Bay under an existing general NPDES permit to ensure that any discharges to the combined sewer system would be within the capacity of existing facilities and would not require the construction or expansion of existing facilities (Have the GSW review this and make sure this is still correct). Therefore, construction-related impacts to wastewater and storm drainage facilities are not further addressed in the analysis below. 


Operations Impact Methodology


In order to determine the project's long term impacts on the capacity of wastewater or stormwater facilities, the impact analyses accounts for the cumulative effects of wastewater and stormwater flows of the project in combination with the flows from past, present, and foreseeable future projects within the same service area. Therefore, the project's impacts are analyzed in the context of cumulative impacts, and a separate project impact analysis is not provided.


Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities: This analysis compares the estimated peak wastewater flows from the proposed project in combination with existing wastewater flows and wastewater flows from the Mission Bay Plan area at full build out to the existing capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and Mission Bay South Pump Station sewer drainage areas as well as downstream facilities. The analysis uses this information to determine whether new or upgraded wastewater treatment facilities, such as pump stations and sewer lines used to convey the wastewater, would be required. If the increase in wastewater flows is within the existing capacity, the impact would be less than significant. 


Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities: The impact analysis assesses the stormwater flows from the proposed project site and considers whether these flows in combination with other Mission Bay South area flows would exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay South by the master developer. If the anticipated combined stormwater flows at project build out would be within the capacity of the stormwater system, the impact would be less than significant. 


Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that it has inadequate capacity for the project flows in addition to existing commitments. This analysis compares the estimated peak wastewater flows from the proposed project in combination with existing and planned future flows to the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and Mission Bay South Pump Station sewer drainage areas as well as downstream facilities. If the SFPUC determines that no new wastewater treatment facilities would be required, the impact would be less than significant.


Impact Evaluation


Impacts UT-1 to UT-4: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-UT-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


_________________________


Impact C-UT-2: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Significant and Unavoidable)


As discussed above in Section 5.7.2.2, Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures, the Mission Bay Plan includes reconfiguration of the Central and Mariposa sub-basins of the City's combined sewer system to collect wastewater and stormwater in separate systems. The northern portion of the project site is now included in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, and the southern portion of the project site is now included in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin, although project-related wastewater flows could be directed to either sub-basin. 


The sewer analysis for the proposed project conducted by BKF Engineers estimates that the daily average wastewater (sanitary sewage) flow during an event at full capacity (e.g., a sold-out NBA basketball game) would be 0.164 mgd, and the daily peak wastewater flows would be 1.074 mgd.[footnoteRef:8],[footnoteRef:9] The preliminary project design indicates that wastewater flows from the project site would primarily be discharged to the sewer drainage area of the Mariposa Pump Station (within the reconfigured Mariposa Basin), although a portion of the flows could be directed to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station located at Park P15 (within the reconfigured Central sub-basin). The SFPUC has determined that improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station, and potentially to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station would be required to accommodate the project-related flows.[footnoteRef:10],[footnoteRef:11] The SFPUC would also need to assess the sizing of the force mains and other piping used to convey the wastewater flows for potential improvements. The capacity issues for these pump stations are due to the increased wastewater flows of the proposed project in combination with the cumulative flows from development projects within these sewer drainage areas that have been identified subsequent to the publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [8:  	BKF Engineers, 2015. Water and Sewer Analyses for Golden State Warriors Arena @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. January 9.]  [9:  	As described in the Utilities and Service Systems section of the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS), the annual average water demand for the project would be 0.100 mgd. For wastewater planning purposes, wastewater flows are directly related to water usage; however, for sizing of wastewater infrastructure, daily peak flows are used rather than annual average flows. While the daily average wastewater flow during an event at full capacity would be 0.164 mgd, events would not be held every day, and the annual average wastewater flows would be similar to the estimated 0.100 mgd water demand. ]  [10:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ]  [11: 	THIS REFERENCE WILL BE THE MEMO FROM DPW ABOUT THE MISSION BAY SANITARY PUMP STATION ] 



Mariposa Pump Station


As discussed above in Section 5.7.3.1, Combined Sewer System, the SFPUC has indicated that with the recent addition of 0.82 mgd of peak wastewater flows from UCSF planned developments, the total existing peak dry-weather flows to the Mariposa sub-basin would exceed the 1.2 mgd capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station. To address this, the SFPUC is constructing interim improvements to temporarily increase the dry-weather capacity of the pump station to 3.5 mgd by cross connecting the dry- and wet-weather force mains. Assuming that the entire 1.074 mgd of peak wastewater flows from the project site would be directed to this pump station, the total peak wastewater flows due to the proposed project in combination with other existing peak flows from development projects completed as of February 2015 would be 3.6 mgd.[footnoteRef:12] This is near the 3.5 mgd capacity of the interim improvements. However, it is unlikely that all peak flows would occur simultaneously and would only occasionally, if ever, reach the total estimated peak flow of 3.6 mgd. Further, the SFPUC anticipates that the small fraction of flows in excess of the 3.5 mgd interim capacity of the pump station could temporarily be accommodated by providing storage in the 0.7 million gallon Mariposa transport and storage structure until peak flows at the pump station have subsided. Use of this, or another equivalent strategy, would be conducted in accordance with the NPDES permit for the Bayside facilities and would be subject to approval of the RWQCB.  [12:  	Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. 2015. Combined Sewer Impact Analysis, Golden State Warriors Arena EIR. February 18.] 



At full build out, anticipated future flows in the Mariposa sub-basin (including the addition of all 4 million square feet of new development anticipated in the recently adopted UCSF Long Range Development Plan) would total approximately 4.8 mgd,[footnoteRef:13] which would result in the need for permanent improvements to the pump station and a long term increase in capacity. In addition, as discussed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, the increased wastewater flows from the proposed project could increase the volume of CSDs from the Mariposa Pump Station which could necessitate improvements to the Mariposa wet weather pump station. The SFPUC anticipates that complete pump station replacement could be required.[footnoteRef:14] Engineering planning and design for pump station improvements or replacement have not been completed, and are preliminarily scheduled to commence by mid-2015. The SFPUC anticipates that improvements might include actions such as enlarging the existing sewer main on Mariposa Street between 3rd Street and the Mariposa Pump Station; upgrading and adding dry weather pumps with potential temporary wet weather pump modifications; upgrading or replacing the dry-weather sump in the pump station; constructing new connections to the transport and storage box structure and rehabilitating the structure; and improving the hydraulic capacity of the downstream gravity sewers, if needed. A new dry weather pump station could potentially be relocated within approximately a quarter mile radius of the existing location. [13:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ]  [14:  	Ibid.] 



Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station


There is the potential that a portion of the project-related wastewater flows could also be discharged to the sewer drainage area of the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. UCSF has indicated to the SFPUC that under full build out of its recently approved Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), UCSF flows to this pump station will be 6.63 mgd, close to the most recently measured capacity of 6.7 mgd. To address this, the LRDP recommends replacing the existing pumps to increase the capacity to 7.34 mgd, although this recommendation has not been approved by the SFPUC.   Additional modifications could be required to accommodate any additional flows from the proposed project site. The SFPUC has indicated that potential upgrades and modifications might include actions such as replacing existing pumps with larger pumps; installing additional pumps; enlarging the pump station wet well and installing associated controls; and modifying or realigning the force main.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  	THIS REFERENCE WILL BE THE MEMO FROM DPW ABOUT THE MISSION BAY SANITARY PUMP STATION] 



Construction of the permanent improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains to accommodate increased peak flows from the proposed project could potentially result in significant environmental effects. Therefore, this would be a significant impact, both individually and cumulatively.


While the SFPUC has conducted flow monitoring to establish wastewater flows at each pump station and provided a conceptual description of the permanent improvements that could be required, the SFPUC has not completed the planning and design of specific improvements or replacement to these pump stations.  However, regardless of the design of the specific improvements, it can be assumed that the pump station and force main improvements would generally be built at or near the same location as the existing facilities (i.e., within the same sewage drainage sub-basin). Standard construction techniques would likely be used and confined within a limited area, with construction lasting for several months to a year. Construction could include activities such as construction staging, clearing and grubbing, limited excavation and grading, foundation work, and construction/installation of the new facilities. Depending on site-specific conditions, groundwater dewatering and material off-haul could be required as part of the construction activities. These construction activities would be expected to result in temporary increases in truck and construction employee traffic, noise, and air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, depending on the site-specific design and location, the pump station improvements could result in physical effects on cultural resources, biological resources, water quality, and hazardous materials. Most, if not all, of these potential impacts can generally be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with typical mitigation measures, similar to those identified in the Initial Study and the SEIR for this project. Long-term operational impacts would likely be less than significant because operation of the pump stations would be similar to existing operations of these facilities.


Prior to SFPUC's implementation of the permanent pump station and force main improvements, project-level CEQA review would be required to identify potential impacts associated with construction and operation of these improvements and project-specific mitigation measures for any significant impacts. CEQA environmental review of the future improvements/replacement of the Mariposa and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains would ensure that measures to avoid or minimize impacts on the environment would be considered in the approval process for these improvements. 


The SFPUC is currently working with the project sponsor to determine the appropriate assumptions for the project's contribution to the required increases in pump station capacity and associated improvements. The SFPUC has indicated that planning for these pump station improvements are currently in progress, but as yet, has not identified a timetable for completing these long term improvements.


Thus, in the absence of specific plans and design for pump station improvements and prior to the completion of CEQA environmental review for those improvements, it is not possible to determine at this time whether impacts resulting from construction and/or operation of pump station and force main improvements could be mitigated to a less than significant level. Furthermore, implementation of any improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control. Lastly, there is uncertainty in timing as to when the SFPUC will be able to complete the necessary capacity improvements. Therefore, because the increase in wastewater flows would require the construction of new wastewater facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects, this impact would be significant and unavoidable. 


It is assumed that the SFPUC will implement the permanent pump station and force main improvements at the Mariposa and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Stations as soon as feasible, but the schedule for these improvements is currently unknown and completion could occur after the proposed project is constructed and operational.[footnoteRef:16] In the event this were to happen, during the interim period, it is assumed that in order to remain in compliance with RWQCB permit requirements, the SFPUC would make internal operational or piping changes to accommodate the project-related flows. The interim system modifications would be subject to the approval of the RWQCB under the terms of the Bayside NPDES permit. Approval by the RWQCB would ensure that water quality of the Bay would be protected during the interim period. Any interim system modifications are assumed to be operational or internal to the existing pump stations and therefore would not result in any physical environmental effects. The project sponsor is currently working with the SFPUC and coordinating the project design to ensure that the City's wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities can accommodate the proposed project during both the interim and long term periods. [16:  	Note that the SFPUC is considering a design/build project delivery model which will expedite implementation of the pump station and force main improvements. ] 



Summary of Impact C-UT-1, Wastewater Treatment Capacity


As discussed above, the SFPUC has determined that under the proposed project in combination with full build out of Mission Bay South, wastewater flows could exceed the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Stations and associated force mains. Therefore, improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains, would be required to accommodate the project-related wastewater flows. While temporary or interim measures to accommodate the flows would not result in significant environmental effects because they would be operational or internal to the pump stations, construction of the permanent improvements could potentially result in significant environmental effects. Because specific plans and design for permanent pump station improvements have not been finalized and CEQA environmental review has not been completed, it is not possible at this time to conclude whether impacts resulting from these improvements could be mitigated to a less than significant level. Furthermore, implementation of any improvements to the City's pump stations and force mains is outside of the project sponsor's control and there is uncertainty in timing as to when the SFPUC will be able to complete the necessary capacity improvements. Therefore, this would be a significant and unavoidable impact related to requiring construction of new wastewater facilities or the expansion of existing wastewater facilities, with no feasible mitigation available to the project sponsor. 


Mitigation: None currently available.


Comparison of Impact C-UT-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that, based on anticipated land uses as offices, the estimated average wastewater flow to each sub-basin from the project site would be 0.096 mgd and the estimated peak flow would 0.289 mgd; this corresponds to a total average flow of 0.192 mgd and a total peak flow of 0.578 mgd. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that, as designed, the wastewater collection systems would have sufficient capacity for these estimated flows and the effects related to expansion of existing wastewater treatment facilities or construction of new facilities would be less than significant. As described above, the proposed project would generate an average daily wastewater flow of 0.164 mgd during an event at full capacity, which is less than what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, but the peak flow is estimated to be 1.074 mgd, nearly twice what was estimated in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section (p. V.M.51) stated that if a specific development phase triggers the need for increased sewer capacity, upgraded sewer lines, or expanded sewer service, the proposed improvements would be described in the preliminary plan, and would require the approval of the San Francisco Clean Water Program (now part of the SFPUC) staff. The proposed improvements would be based on the “adjacency” concept, meaning that the improvements would need to provide adequate conveyance and storage capacity for the phase under development and for expected future development to be served by the improved sewer facilities. Large scale improvements needed for cumulative effects of development phases would be reviewed by the Clean Water Program Staff and could include improvements such as installation of new sewer lines or a pump station. While the Mission Bay FSEIR acknowledged the potential for needed upgrades to the wastewater system, specific upgrades were not identified. In addition, the project-related peak flows would be almost twice what was analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the project would result in a substantially more severe significant impact than was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-UT-3: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would not require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Less than Significant)


Currently, the project site contains a paved parking lot on the north and west portions of the site, and the remainder of the site consists of an undeveloped lot largely covered in gravel, with sparse ruderal vegetation and a depressed area that collects surface drainage. Implementation of the project would eliminate the undeveloped portions of the site and would increase the overall impervious surfaces at Blocks 29-32, thereby increasing the volume of stormwater runoff. 


The project site would be served by the Mission Bay South storm drain infrastructure, as constructed and operated by the master developer,[footnoteRef:17] which will include two separated stormwater systems within the perimeter streets. As described in the stormwater hydraulic analysis prepared for the project,[footnoteRef:18] stormwater flows from the northern portion of the project site would be routed by gravity to Storm Drain Pump Station No. 1 (SDPS-1), which has been designed to handle stormwater flows generated from the planned build-out of the tributary drainage area. This pump station has five high-flow or wet weather pumps, with a combined design capacity of 27,810 gallons per minute. [17:  The initial stormwater infrastructure, including the pump station, is anticipated to be completed in fall 2015, although final completion, particularly the bioswales, is not expected to be completed until 2016.]  [18: 	BKF, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Stormwater Memorandum, January 6, 2015] 



Stormwater flows from the southern portion of the project site would be conveyed to Storm Drain Pump Station No. 5 (SDPS-5) located to the south of proposed project site, across from 16th Street within Park P23. This pump station will be equipped with five submersible wet weather only pumps, one submersible treatment pump, and two submersible dry weather pumps with a combined capacity of 32,500 gallons per minute.


The project stormwater analysis completed for the project sponsor concluded that the capacity of the separated stormwater system is adequate to serve the project in combination with other development projects that would be constructed at full build out of Mission Bay South. Therefore, the project, either individually or cumulatively, would not require the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities nor expansion of the existing facilities, and this impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-UT-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with the sewer system improvements proposed as part of the plan, including reconfiguration of the Central and Mariposa sub-basins and construction of a separate stormwater system, the Mission Bay Plan would accommodate the projected changes to stormwater flows. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effects of implementation of the Mission Bay Plan on stormwater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant.


Because project-related stormwater flows would be within the capacity of the Mission Bay South infrastructure and the project would be consistent with the projected build out condition, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mitigation Measure M.5 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section requires conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the former Bay basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. However, this mitigation measure is not applicable to the proposed project because the Bay basin has been incorporated into the reconfigured Central sub-basin and the project would discharge to the Mission Bay separate stormwater system that has already been constructed.


_________________________


Impact C-UT-4: The project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would result in a determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As discussed in Impact C-UT-2, the sewer analysis for the proposed project estimates that the average daily wastewater flow during an event at full capacity would be 0.164 mgd and the peak wastewater flows would be 1.074 mgd.[footnoteRef:19] The SFPUC has notified the project sponsor that improvements to the Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and associated force mains would be required to accommodate the project-related wastewater flows.[footnoteRef:20],[footnoteRef:21] [19:  	BKF Engineers, 2015. Water and Sewer Analyses for Golden State Warriors Arena @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. January 9.]  [20:  	San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis. February 3, 2015. ]  [21:  	THIS REFERENCE WILL BE THE MEMO FROM DPW ABOUT THE MISSION BAY SANITARY PUMP STATION] 



As stated above, the capacity shortfall for these pump stations is due to the proposed project in combination with the cumulative effects of increased wastewater flows from other projects in the sewer drainage areas that have been identified subsequent to the publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR. In particular, the UCSF LRDP EIR addressed wastewater flows from the Mission Bay campus.[footnoteRef:22] As stated in Chapter 7 of the UCSF LRDP EIR, UCSF independent engineering studies determined that it is not necessary to replace and/or upsize City or UCSF sanitary sewer conveyance piping already constructed in order to serve the proposed growth at the Mission Bay campus site.[footnoteRef:23] The engineering studies also determined that after accounting for the 0.23 mgd contribution of wastewater from the Mission Bay campus to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station, the pump station would need to have a capacity of 6.63 mgd which is less than the existing capacity. To address future capacity, UCSF proposed the installation of more powerful pumps that would increase the pump station capacity to 7.34 mgd, be of similar size to the existing pumps, and connect to the existing discharge piping.  [22:  	University of California, UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Environmental Impact Report. August 2014. State Clearinghouse Number 2013092047.]  [23: 	The City will need to validate these studies and will also need to evaluate collection system capacities to ensure adequate capacity remains during detailed project design phase(s) of the UCSF Mission Bay Campus.] 



Similar to the proposed project, the planned UCSF Mission Bay campus improvements will discharge stormwater to the new separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay South, but will discharge wastewater to the Mariposa sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system, which is served by the Mariposa Pump Station. The UCSF LRDP Final EIR also notes that average dry weather flows to the Mariposa Pump Station exceed previous projections and the existing capacity for dry weather flows at the time of Final EIR publication, even without flows from the Mission Bay campus. As stated in the UCSF LRDP Final EIR, the Mariposa Pump Station would need to be upgraded and the SFPUC is analyzing temporary measures (referred to as “interim improvements” in Impact C-UT-2) to accommodate flows in the interim period between opening the Phase 1 Medical Center on February 1, 2015 and construction of a long-term solution to increase the dry-weather capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station.


Based on this, the UCSF LRDP EIR concluded that there would be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact because improvements to both pump stations could be required to accommodate wastewater flows from the Mission Bay campus site; construction of the improvements could result in environmental effects; it was unknown whether the SFPUC would approve the upgrades or require additional modifications; and implementation of the necessary improvements is outside of the UCSF jurisdiction. 


Because the SFPUC has determined that there is currently inadequate capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand (as well as UCSF's demand), this cumulative impact would be significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4, Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades, would offset the project's contribution to this impact. The measure would require the project sponsor to contribute its fair share to the SFPUC for the required improvements to the pump stations and associated force mains. However, because the necessary improvements have not been completely defined and implementation of the improvements to the City's wastewater system is outside of the project sponsor’s control, this impact would be significant and unavoidable, with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4: Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades


The project sponsor shall pay its fair share for improvements to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and/or the Mariposa Pump Station and associated force mains required to provide adequate sewer capacity within the project area and serve the project as determined by the SFPUC. The contribution shall be in proportion to the wastewater flows from the proposed project relative to the total design capacity of the upgraded pump station(s). The project sponsor shall not be responsible for any share of costs to address pre-existing pump station deficiencies. 


Comparison of Impact C-UT-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay Plan would generate approximately 2.5 mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow), and it concluded that as designed, the wastewater collection systems would have sufficient capacity for these estimated flows. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that, based on anticipated land uses as offices, the estimated average wastewater flow to each sub-basin from the project site would be 0.096 mgd and the estimated peak flow would be 0.289 mgd; this corresponds to a total average flow of 0.192 mgd and a total peak flow of 0.578 mgd. At that time, the SFPUC had not indicated that there could be inadequate capacity to serve individual project’s wastewater demand within the Mission Bay Plan area in addition to its other known commitments. Therefore, this impact was less than significant as analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


However, as described above, the project would result in a new significant impact not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR because project-related peak wastewater flows would be greater than analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR and subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the SFPUC has determined that the wastewater system would have inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in combination with all development projects that would be constructed at full build out under the Mission Bay Plan.
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5.9 Hydrology and Water Quality


Hydrology and Water Quality


Introduction


This section describes the potential effects of the project on the existing hydrology and water quality in the project area, with a focus on operational impacts associated with changes in stormwater and wastewater flows. The potential for flooding as a result of sea level rise is also addressed.


The impact evaluation in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, pp. 86 through 98) explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on hydrology and water quality with respect to depletion of groundwater and interference with groundwater recharge; alteration of drainage patterns; degradation of water quality; placement of housing within a 100year flood zone; placement of structures within a 100-year flood zone; flooding as a result of failure of a levee or dam; and inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.


Project effects on the capacity of wastewater and stormwater systems, which are related to water hydrology and water quality impacts, are addressed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, of this SEIR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis


Hydrology and water quality setting information and impact analyses were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Hydrology/Water Quality and Community Services/Utilities sections as well as in the Mission Bay Initial Study Water and Geology/Topography sections. Those sections of the FSEIR discuss and analyze a preliminary approach to managing stormwater and wastewater in the Mission Bay South area. However, the approach that was ultimately adopted and implemented was described and analyzed as a "mitigation approach" in the Mission Bay FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (FSEIR Volume III). Information from these sections relevant to the analysis of hydrology and water quality impacts is summarized below.


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


Mission Bay Plan Stormwater Drainage Setting


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology/Water Quality setting section characterized existing drainage patterns and municipal sewer treatment facilities serving the Mission Bay Plan area at the time of FSEIR publication. As presented in that description, the Mission Bay Plan area was located in the City’s Bayside drainage basin, in which combined stormwater and sanitary sewage are collected in the same set of pipes, conveyed to and treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) near Islais Creek, and treated wastewater is then discharged to the Bay in a deep water outfall at Pier 80. At that time, the Mission Bay Plan area was located in four sub-basins, with the project site draining to two of the sub-basins. The north and east portions of the Blocks 29-32 site drained to the Bay sub-basin, in which stormwater drained directly to the Bay, and the balance of Blocks 29-32 drained to the Mariposa sub-basin of the Bayside drainage basin of the combined sewer system. Stormwater collected in the Mariposa sub-basin was directed to the Mariposa pump station, and from there, to the SEWPCP. 


As reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the annual average dry weather flows at the SEWPCP at that time were estimated at 67 million gallons per day (mgd). During wet weather, the SEWPCP could treat up to 150 mgd to a secondary level, and an additional 100 mgd to a primary level.[footnoteRef:2] In addition, up to an additional 150 mgd of wet weather flows received primary treatment at the North Point Water Pollution Control Plant, increasing total wet weather treatment capacity for the Bayside drainage basin to 400 mgd. As also reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, if rainfall resulted in total combined wastewater and stormwater flows exceeding the total capacity of the SEWPCP, the North Point facility, and storage/transport facilities, then excess flows are directed to combined sewer discharge (CSD) structures located along the City’s bayside. These flows receive flow-through treatment (similar to primary treatment) and are discharged to the Bay in compliance with the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). [2:  	Secondary treatment is the treatment of wastewater or sewage involving removal of organic matter using biological and chemical processes. This is a higher level of treatment than primary treatment, which is removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as screening and sedimentation.] 



Mission Bay Plan Flooding Setting


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Water section summarized relevant information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR regarding the issue of potential flooding. The 1990 Mission Bay FEIR indicated that the elevation of the Mission Bay Plan area ranged from approximately +6 to -2 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:3], or 17 to 9 feet based on the 1988 North American Vertical Datum (NAVD88). Groundwater in the Mission Bay Plan area was reported at 3.5 to 9 feet below ground surface, and contiguous with the mean sea level in the adjacent Bay. As referenced in the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study, the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR determined that proposed structures or roadways in Mission Bay placed at elevations at or below 2 feet SFD (9 feet NAVD88), after settling on the site, could be subject to tidal flooding during the 100-year flood event, and that if sea levels were to rise, groundwater levels in Mission Bay could also rise.  [3:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the 1988 North American Vertical Datum.] 



Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


During the Draft SEIR phase of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the document originally analyzed an approach to managing stormwater and wastewater in the Plan area, but this approach was augmented and revised during the Responses to Comments phase. The original approach included reconfiguring the Central and Mariposa sub-basins of the combined sewer system, constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, and continuing to use the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system for the collection of both wastewater and stormwater. This approach was revised with the inclusion of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 which required design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the City's combined sewer system do not contribute to combined sewer discharges. This mitigation approach is described in Section 5.9.2.3, below. The revised approach, which was ultimately adopted and implemented, involved constructing a separate stormwater collection system in the Mariposa sub-basin as well as directing all stormwater flows in both basins to the separate stormwater systems.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Stormwater Drainage


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality impacts section described the proposed Mission Bay Plan’s original drainage plan, which included reconfiguring the drainage basins of the combined sewer, as shown on Figure 5.7-1 in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems. The reconfiguration included a proposed new separate stormwater system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin. Under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, stormwater that occurred within the Bay sub-basin (which included the north and east portions of Blocks 29-32 under 1998 conditions) would drain into the new separate stormwater infrastructure and no longer directly to the Bay. As described in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section, this separate storm drainage system originally proposed within the reconfigured Central sub-basin would divert an initial portion of the stormwater flow (approximately 80 percent of the average annual flow) to the City’s combined system for treatment. Stormwater volumes greater than the initial flows and up to a 5-year storm would be discharged directly to four new storm outfalls (two to the China Basin Channel/Mission Creek and two to the Bay). Volumes greater than a 5-year event would pond or would flow overland. The reconfigured Central sub-basin of the combined sewer system would convey wastewater from this basin to the SEWPCP for treatment. The original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach also proposed a reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin (which would include the southern portion of Blocks 29-32), that would convey both wastewater and stormwater in the City’s combined sewer system.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section indicated that implementation of the Mission Bay Plan would contribute pollutants to the Bay through: (1) the discharge to municipal wastewater effluent from the SEWPCP; (2) the discharge of treated combined sewer overflows (CSOs) (these events are now referred to as combined sewer discharges or CSDs); and (3) the discharge of untreated stormwater. As described below, the Mission Bay FSEIR found that these water quality impacts would be less than significant. As also discussed below, the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4 to address cumulative effects related to an increase in CSDs and water quality effects of untreated stormwater discharges.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Municipal Wastewater Effluent


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach the Mission Bay Plan would generate municipal wastewater and increase the total effluent discharged from the SEWPCP to the Bay by about 3 percent, and result in an approximate 3 percent increase in the pollutant loading to the Bay from the City's municipal wastewater effluent discharges. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that for the most part, the quality of municipal wastewater from the Mission Bay Plan area would not differ substantially from the quality of other City wastewater conveyed to the SEWPCP, and would not materially change the concentrations of pollutants in the effluent. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the effluent increases would be well within the City’s treatment plant capacity, and would not cause a violation of the City’s NPDES permit requirements for its discharge from the SEWPCP. The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that the pollutant concentrations in the treated wastewater would be within water quality screening values, including water quality objectives adopted by the RWQCB. 


However, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) and some commercial or industrial operations could involve the discharge of some pollutants not typically associated with most other San Francisco wastewater, and these sources could potentially discharge chemicals, radioactive materials, and biohazardous materials to the SEWPCP. If improperly handled, these discharges could potentially result in a violation of the NDPES permit. The FSEIR identified Mitigation Measure K.2 in the Hydrology and Water Quality section, which required facilities with these discharges to install sampling ports to facilitate demonstration of compliance with discharge limitations. Implementation of this measure would reduce impacts related to municipal wastewater effluent to less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Combined Sewer Discharges


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, the Mission Bay Plan would increase the average annual volume of CSDs (formerly referred to as combined sewer overflows, or CSOs) by approximately 0.2 percent, and increase the duration of each overflow event by a few minutes. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay Plan would not change the concentrations of pollutants in the treated CSDs. In addition, this slight increase in CSD volumes and duration would not cause a violation of the City’s NPDES permit requirements for the CSDs, and thus, would not adversely affect existing near-shore aquatic biota or water-contact recreation in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay Plan effects of CSDs on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Direct Stormwater Discharge


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, Mission Bay Plan would increase the volume of stormwater directly discharged from the Plan area to the Bay by approximately 2 percent and would also change the concentration of pollutants in the stormwater discharge due to the intensification of land uses proposed in the Mission Bay Plan. However, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that any potential increase in pollutants from stormwater discharges would be very small relative to those associated with municipal wastewater and treated CSDs. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that this increase in volumes and change in pollutant concentrations would not adversely affect existing aquatic biota in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay Plan effects of direct stormwater discharge on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Sediment Quality


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the RWQCB identified China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) and Islais Creek as candidate toxic hot spots for sediment quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, the Mission Bay Plan would increase the volume of CSDs from the combined sewer system to Islais Creek as well as the volume of direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that increased discharges would cause a corresponding increase in sediment deposition at these locations. However, the discharges would not measurably change the physical or chemical composition of the sediment layer, nor affect any determination by the RWQCB to designate China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) or Islais Creek as toxic hot spots. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay Plan effects on sediment quality in Islais Creek and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Water Contact Recreation


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach the Mission Bay Plan would increase CSDs from both the Mariposa and Islais Creek sub-basins of the City’s combined sewer system, which could affect water quality as well as the use of these areas for water contact recreation. However, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that water contact recreation occurs infrequently on the Bayside, and there would be no impact related to water contact recreation.


Mission Bay Plan Contribution to Cumulative Effects


The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that there were no significant cumulative impacts identified from the estimated increased volume and pollutant load of treated municipal wastewater effluent, treated CSDs, and direct stormwater discharges, because there would not be substantial degradation in water quality of the Bay or near-shore waters, no toxic effect on aquatic biota, and no substantial change in sediment quality or beneficial uses.


However, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that due to the lack of conclusive evidence refuting a causal relationship between treated CSDs, stormwater discharges, and sediment quality, the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on water quality of near-shore waters of the Bay from multiple sources of CSDs and direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) under the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the estimated Plan contribution (0.2 percent) to the potential cumulative increase (11 percent) in Bayside CSD volumes, and the contribution of Plan-related stormwater discharges to possible cumulative impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4 regarding CSD volumes and alternative treatment technologies for treatment of direct stormwater discharges (described below).


Mission Bay Plan Phased Development Effects on Water Quality from Stormwater


The Mission Bay FSEIR discussed U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Phase II stormwater regulations that had been proposed but not finalized at the time of publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR. These proposed regulations would require the City to develop and implement a stormwater management program to reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater to the maximum extent practicable and to protect water quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the absence of adopted regulatory requirements for a stormwater management program that addressed Mission Bay stormwater quality, and a failure to implement other best management practices (BMPs) to minimize stormwater pollution, could potentially conflict with the intent of the proposed stormwater permit requirements and result in a significant impact.


Mitigation Measure M.5 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section (see Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems) required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay drainage basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. Mitigation Measure K.5 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section identified implementation of an individual stormwater management program that utilizes BMPs for Mission Bay until the Phase II regulations become final and Mission Bay is included in the City’s stormwater management program. Implementation of this measure would reduce impacts to less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Flooding


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study included Mitigation Measures K.6a through K.6f, adapted from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR that required structures in the Mission Bay area to be designed and located in a way to protect low-lying shoreline areas from the dangers of tidal flooding, including consideration of a rise in relative sea level. The mitigation specified that to address effects of sea level rise, specific flood protection and engineering and building analyses must be conducted by a licensed engineer where structures are proposed below an elevation of 1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88). Potential measures identified by the mitigation included setback from the water’s edge, installation of seawalls, dikes and/or berms during construction of infrastructure; reducing the amount of excavation for utilities or basements; and use of topsoil to raise the level of public open spaces. With implementation of this mitigation, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Plan's effects related to flooding and sea level rise would be less than significant. 


FSEIR Mitigation Approach


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on the quality of near-shore waters of the Bay as a result of combined sewer discharges and direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). The Plan’s contribution to this cumulative impact would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4 requiring the master developer and the City to design and construct sewer improvements and implement alternative technologies to avoid increases in CSD volumes and to reduce settleable solids and floatable materials in stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). As written in the FSEIR, Measure K.3 applies to the entire project area and Measure K.4 applies only to the planned separate stormwater system that would discharge stormwater flows directly to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) and the Bay. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253) identified Mitigation Scenario B, which included separating the stormwater collection system and sanitary sewer in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin as well as in the reconfigured Central sub-basin. All stormwater runoff from Mission Bay South would flow to one of five pump stations (shown on Figure 5.7-2, see Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems) via gravity and would be pumped to China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) or the Bay after vortex treatment to reduce the total settleable solid concentrations in the runoff. Other methods identified to reduce particulate matter in the stormwater discharges included street sweeping to remove particulates from streets and parking lots. Under this mitigation approach, the separate stormwater systems would no longer divert 80 percent of the initial stormwater flows to the combined sewer system, but instead, all stormwater from the Mission Bay South area would be directed to a separate stormwater system and discharged directly to the Bay. The master developer ultimately adopted and is currently implementing Mitigation Scenario B, as described in the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


The FSEIR estimated that by diverting all stormwater runoff from the combined sewer system, implementation of Mitigation Scenario B would increase direct stormwater discharges from Mission Bay South to the Bay by 107.2 million gallons per year. Because none of the stormwater from Mission Bay South would be discharged to the combined sewer system, this mitigation approach would reduce the total Bayside CSD volume by 33 million gallons per year relative to baseline conditions at the time of Mission Bay FSEIR publication. Implementation of this mitigation approach satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.3 and K.4.


Setting


Combined Sewer System


The Bayside drainage basin covering the east side of San Francisco consists of three distinct regulatory receiving water CSD basins and their watershed associations: North Shore (North Shore watershed), Central (Channel watershed in its entirety and a portion of Islais Creek watershed), and South (remainder of the Islais Creek Watershed and the entirety of Yosemite and Sunnydale watersheds), as shown on Figure 5.9-1. As also described in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the SEWPCP continues to treat up to 150 mgd of wastewater from each of these CSD basins to a secondary level.[footnoteRef:4] During dry weather, wastewater flows consist mainly of municipal and industrial sanitary sewage, and the annual average wastewater flow during dry weather is 60 mgd[footnoteRef:5] (reduced by 7 mgd from the 67 mgd reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998). The average dry weather design flow capacity of the SEWPCP is 84.5 mgd; therefore the existing flows are about 71 percent of the treatment capacity, and all dry weather wastewater flow is  [4:  	Secondary treatment is the treatment of wastewater or sewage involving removal of organic matter using biological and chemical processes. This is a higher level of treatment than primary treatment, which is removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as screening and sedimentation. Secondary treatment is less intensive than tertiary treatment, in which additional chemical and biological treatment processes are used to remove additional compounds that may be required for discharge or reuse purposes.]  [5:  	San Francisco Water Power Sewer, San Francisco’s Wastewater Treatment Facilities. June, 2014.] 
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treated to a secondary level at the SEWPCP. The treated wastewater is then discharged to the Bay through the deep water outfall at Pier 80, located immediately to the north of the Islais Creek Channel in compliance with the current NPDES permit. 


During wet weather (generally October through April), the combined sewer system collects large volumes of stormwater runoff in addition to municipal and industrial sanitary sewage, and the combined wastewater and stormwater flow is conveyed to treatment facilities, including the SEWPCP and North Point Wet Weather Facility, before eventual discharge to the Bay. The combined flows that exceed the total 400 mgd capacity of the SEWPCP and the North Point Wet Weather Facility and the 125-million-gallon storage capacity of the transport and storage structures receive the equivalent of primary treatment in the structures; excess flows are directed to CSD structures located along the shoreline in compliance with the City's NPDES permit issued by the RWQCB.


The CSD structure for the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin discharges to the Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay[footnoteRef:6] at Mariposa Street when the 11.2 mgd wet weather capacity of the Mariposa pump station and 0.7 million gallon capacity of the Mariposa storage and transport box is exceeded (see Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, for a description of these facilities). The Mariposa sub-basin is designed for a long-term average of 10 CSDs per year.[footnoteRef:7] Although the system was designed and constructed based on meeting this long-term average, it is understood that some years are wetter than others. Therefore, the NPDES permit allows the 10-discharge annual average to be exceeded in any particular year as long as the long-term average is maintained at the appropriate level. Historically, the Mariposa sub-basin has exceeded an average of 10 overflows per year.[footnoteRef:8] [6:  	This basin is a surface water body that is an inlet of Lower San Francisco Bay, and is not the same as the Central sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system where the northern portion of the project site is located.]  [7:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 500, Technical Memorandum No. 509, Combined Sewer Discharges, Final Draft. December, 2010.]  [8:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 600, Technical Memorandum No. 603, Collection System Configurations Analysis and Impact on Combined Sewer Discharge, Final Draft. December, 2010.] 



The CSDs from the reconfigured Central sub-basin in the project vicinity are discharged to Mission Creek via six discharge structures when flows at the Channel Pump Station exceed 80 mgd, or when total flows to the SEWPCP from the Channel and Bruce Flynn Pump Stations and SEWPCP lift station exceed 250 mgd. The facilities in this basin are also designed for a long-term average of 10 overflows per year, and the basin has historically reported an average of 10 overflows per year.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Task 600, Technical Memorandum No. 603, Collection System Configurations Analysis and Impact on Combined Sewer Discharge, Final Draft. December, 2010.] 



Flooding


Some low lying areas along San Francisco’s Bay shoreline are subject to flooding during periods of extreme high tides, storm surge and waves, although these occurrences are relatively rare in San Francisco compared to areas prone to hurricanes or other major coastal storms or to developed areas near or below sea level. In 2008, the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) adopted interim flood maps depicting the 100-year flood zone along the City’s Bay shoreline; the identified flood zones in the project area are shown on Figure 5.9-2. The 100-year flood zone represents areas that are subject to flooding once every 100 years on average or that have a 1percent chance of flooding in any single year. Flooding in these areas has the potential to damage buildings and infrastructure. Due to the continuing development of Mission Bay, some of the areas identified as being subject to flooding may no longer be flood prone when grading is completed to raise building sites above the 100-year floodplain.


As shown on Figure 5.9-2, the project site is not located within a currently identified 100-year flood zone based on the City’s interim floodplain maps. Therefore, this section discusses the factors contributing to coastal flooding and the potential for increased flooding in the future as a result of sea level rise. 


Factors Contributing to Coastal Flooding


Coastal areas are vulnerable to periodic flooding due to storm surge, extreme tides, and waves. Rising sea level due to climate change has the potential to increase the frequency, severity, and extent of flooding in coastal areas. These factors are described below.


Storm Surge. Storm surge occurs when persistent high winds and changes in air pressure push water towards the shore, which can raise the water level near the shoreline by several feet and may persist for several days. Along San Francisco’s bay shoreline, storm surge typically raises the surface water elevation 2 to 3 feet during major winter storms several times a year. Extreme high tides in combination with storm surge can cause inundation of low-lying roads, boardwalks, and promenades; can exacerbate coastal flooding; and can interfere with stormwater and sewer outfalls. 


The degree of storm surge depends on the severity of the storm as well as tidal levels at the time of the storm and is characterized using a return period which represents the expected frequency of a storm event occurring based on historical information. One-year storm surge is expected to occur each year while 100-year storm surge (which represents more extreme conditions) has a one percent chance of occurring in any year.


Tides. Diurnal (twice daily) high tides along San Francisco’s bay shoreline typically range from approximately 5 to 7 feet (NAVD88), though annual maximum tides may exceed 7 feet. The twice yearly extreme high and low tides are called “king tides.” These occur each year during the winter and summer when the earth, moon and sun are aligned, and may be amplified by winter weather. King tides and other high tides can result in temporary inundation of low-lying roads, boardwalks, and waterfront promenades. The Embarcadero waterfront (Pier 14) and the Marina area in San Francisco experience inundation under current king tide conditions.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  	San Francisco Water Power Sewer. Climate Stressors and Impact: Bayside Sea Level Rise Mapping, Final Technical Memorandum. June 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 
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Waves. Waves and wave run-up primarily affect a narrow band along the shoreline where wave energy can damage structures and overtop both natural embankments and shoreline protection structures such as seawalls and levees. The influence of waves diminishes inland as wave energy dissipates. In addition, the Pacific Ocean waves which are generally larger than those originating in the Bay are substantially dampened along the Bay shoreline due to transformation processes within San Francisco Bay.


Sea Level Rise. Seas are rising globally due to climate change, and they are expected to continue to rise at an accelerating rate for the foreseeable future. The sea level at the San Francisco tidal gauge has risen 8 inches over the past century. 


The National Research Council’s (NRC) 2012 report, Sea Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, and Future (the NRC Report) provides a scientific review of sea level rise for the West Coast and provides the most recent regional sea level rise predictions for 2030, 2050, and 2100, relative to the year 2000 sea level.[footnoteRef:11] In this report, the NRC projects that sea levels in the San Francisco Bay area will rise 11 inches by 2050 and 36 inches by 2100 as presented in Table 5.9-1. As presented in the NRC Report, these sea level rise projections represent likely sea level rise values based on the current understanding of global climate change and assuming a moderate level of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions[footnoteRef:12] and extrapolation of continued accelerating land ice melt patterns, plus or minus one standard deviation.[footnoteRef:13] [11:  	National Research Council, Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, and Future. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press, 2012. Available on the internet at: http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=13389. Accessed on October 1, 2014.]  [12:  	Future emissions of greenhouse gases depend on a collection of human decisions at local, regional, national, and international levels as well as potential unknown technological developments. For this reason, future changes in greenhouse gas emissions cannot be accurately estimated, and a range of emissions levels is considered in the NRC Report. Estimates of sea level rise relative to thermal expansion of the oceans were formulated using the mid-level, or moderate level, of predicted changes in greenhouse gas emissions (from a combination of fossil and non-fossil fuels), as well as an assumption of high economic growth; this represents scenario “A1B” as described by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).]  [13:  	One standard deviation roughly corresponds to a 15 percent/85 percent confidence interval, meaning that there is approximately 15 percent chance the value will exceed the high-end projection (8 inches for the 2030 example) and a 15 percent chance the value will be lower than the low-end projection (4 inches in 2030).] 



Table 5.9-1
Sea Level Rise Estimates for 
San Francisco BAY Relative to the Year 2000


			Year


			Projection





			2030


			6 ± 2 inches





			2050


			11 ± 4 inches





			2100


			36 ± 10 inches





			SOURCE: National Research Council, 2012











The estimates represent the permanent increase in Mean Sea Level and the associated average daily high tide conditions (represented by Mean Higher High Water, or MHHW)[footnoteRef:14] that could result from sea level rise; they do not take into account storm surge, extreme tides, or waves, all of which can result in water levels that are temporarily higher than MHHW as discussed above. [14:  	Mean higher high water is the higher of each day’s two high tides averaged over time.] 



In March 2013, the California Ocean Protection Council updated its 2010 statewide sea level rise guidance to adopt the NRC Report as the current, best available science on sea level rise for California.[footnoteRef:15] The California Coastal Commission supports the use of the NRC Report as the best science currently available in its 2013 Draft Sea-Level Rise Policy Guidance, which also emphasizes the importance of regularly updating sea level rise projections as the science continues to advance.[footnoteRef:16] The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) also considers the NRC Report to be the best available science-based prediction of sea level rise for San Francisco Bay. Accordingly, this SEIR considers the NRC Report to be the best science currently available on sea level rise affecting San Francisco for both CEQA and planning purposes. [15:  	State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance Document. Developed by the Coastal and Ocean Working Group of the California Climate Action Team (CO-CAT), with science support provided by the Ocean Protection Council’s Science Advisory Team and the California Ocean Science Trust. March 2013 Update. Available on the internet at http://www.opc.ca.gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/docs/2013_SLR_Guidance_Update_FINAL1.pdf. Accessed on October 1, 2014.]  [16:  	California Coastal Commission Draft Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, Public Review Draft. October 14, 2013. Available on the internet at: http://www.coastal.ca.gov/climate/SLRguidance.html. Accessed on October 1, 2014.] 



Although the NRC Report provides the best available sea level rise projections for San Francisco Bay at this time, scientific uncertainty remains regarding the rate and magnitude of sea level rise. Sea level rise projections beyond 2050 are highly dependent on assumptions regarding future global GHG emissions and future changes in the rate of land ice melting. As a result of the uncertainties inherent in these assumptions, the range of sea level rise predictions becomes substantially broader beyond 2050 (see Table 5.9-1). In recognition of this uncertainty, the State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance recommends an adaptive management approach for development in areas that may be subject to sea level rise beyond 2050.


Sea Level Rise Inundation Mapping


The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), as part of the planning for its Sewer System Improvement Program, has developed a series of maps published in 2014 that represent areas of inundation along both the Bay and Ocean shorelines of San Francisco. These maps use a 1-meter horizontal grid resolution[footnoteRef:17] based on the 2010/2011 California Coastal Mapping Program LiDAR.[footnoteRef:18] The inundation maps leverage data from the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) California Coastal Mapping and Analysis Project, which includes detailed coastal engineering analyses and mapping of the San Francisco Bay shoreline. [17:  	The horizontal grid resolution of a digital elevation model (DEM) defines the scale of the features that are modeled; this is generally the minimum resolution necessary to depict levees, berms, and other topographic features important to diverting floodwaters.]  [18:  	LiDAR (Light Detection and Ranging) is a remote sensing technology that measures distance by illuminating a target with a laser and analyzing the reflected light. LIDAR is commonly used to create high-resolution terrain models, topography data sets, and topographic maps.] 



The SFPUC inundation maps evaluate scenarios that represent the NRC projections of sea level rise in combination with the effects of storm surge. They represent permanent inundation that could occur as a result of total water level rises (over and above year 2000 MHHW) based on daily tidal fluctuations. Each scenario also addresses temporary inundation that could occur from extreme tides and from 1-year, 2-year, 5-year, 25-year, 50-year, and 100-year storm surge. Flooding as a result of storm surge would occur on a temporary basis, during and immediately after a storm event or extreme tide. 


The scenarios used in this SEIR analysis, listed below, are representative of inundation that could occur by the year 2050 and the year 2100, based on the NRC’s projected level of sea level rise and considering a 100-year storm surge:


· MHHW plus 12 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by 2050); 


· MHHW plus 36 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by 2100);


· MHHW plus 52 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by the year 2050 in combination with a 100-year storm surge); and


· MHHW plus 77 inches of sea level rise (representative of NRC’s projected sea level rise by the year 2100 in combination with a 100-year storm surge).


The SFPUC cautions that its maps represent a “do nothing” scenario, in which no measures are taken to prevent future flooding and no area-wide measures such as waterfront protection structures are constructed. In the event that the City undertakes area-wide measures to protect against inundation in the future, the mapping would need to be revised to reflect the modified inundation areas with construction of these measures. In addition, because the SFPUC sea level rise maps are based on 2010/2011 topographic mapping, they do not account for planned increases in the base elevation of sites within Mission Bay that are provided in the 1998 Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan to prevent future flooding due to sea level rise.


As shown on Figure 5.9-3, the SFPUC inundation maps indicate that the project site would not be inundated with water level rises of 12 inches, which is expected by 2050, even when the effects of 100-year storm surge are considered.[footnoteRef:19] In addition, the project site would not be inundated with 36 inches of water level rise which is expected by 2100. However, when the effects of a 100-year storm surge are considered under this scenario, the site could be flooded to depths of between 2 and 4 feet as shown on Figure 5.9-4.[footnoteRef:20] [19:  	Note that the green zone shown within the project site on Figure 5.9-3 is the open excavation that is not hydrologically connected to flooding zones and would be filled when the site is developed.]  [20:  	Note that greater inundation depths are indicated on Figure 5.9-4 in the area of the open excavation, but this excavation would be filled when the site is developed.] 
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Planning for Sea Level Rise in San Francisco


The City has convened an inter-agency Climate Adaptation Working Group to identify ways to make sure that it is prepared to adapt to effects of sea level rise. Participating agencies include the Department of the Environment, SFPUC, Planning Department, City Administrator’s office, Port of San Francisco (Port), San Francisco International Airport (SFO), Department of Public Works (DPW), Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA), Department of Public Health, and Department of Recreation and Parks. The working group is focusing its effort on the City’s most imminent adaptation concerns, including sea level rise along Ocean Beach and shores, flooding from storm surge and extreme rain events, an increased likelihood of extreme heat, and decreased fog that supports redwoods and local ecosystems. To address sea level rise and flooding, the working group is focusing on efforts to improve the existing coastal flood protection infrastructure in time to prevent significant flooding impacts from sea level rise. The working group will establish requirements addressing proper flood insurance for structures in low lying areas, flood-resilient construction of new developments within inundation areas, and a low-carbon foot print for new developments. The working group is also assessing the use of natural solutions such as wetlands to protect the shoreline. 


On September 22, 2014, the City’s Capital Planning Committee (CPC) adopted the Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability and Risk to Support Adaptation, which was prepared by an inter-agency committee including the CPC, SFPUC, Port, SFO, DPW, MTA, and the Planning Department.[footnoteRef:21] Accordingly, the City’s capital planning program now requires the preparation of project-level sea level rise vulnerability and risk assessments for all City capital projects with a cost of $5 million or more that are located in areas potentially vulnerable to future flooding due to sea level rise. [21:  	City and County of San Francisco Sea Level Rise Committee, Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability and Risk to Support Adaptation. September 22, 201????. Available online at http://onesanfrancisco.org/wp-content/uploads/San%20Francisco%20SLR%20Guidance%20Adopted
%209.22.14%2012182014.pdf, accessed on February 5, 2015. ] 



The SFPUC is addressing sea level rise as part of its Sewer System Improvement Program, and is conducting a detailed analysis of the potential for new and existing combined sewer infrastructure to be affected by sea level rise. [footnoteRef:22] Accordingly, all new facilities will be built using a climate change criterion so the combined sewer system will be better able to respond to rising sea levels. Because rising sea levels and storm surge could potentially inundate the combined sewer system and exacerbate existing flooding from the sewer system, or cause new flooding, the SFPUC is also evaluating alternatives such as the installation of backflow preventers on the combined sewer discharge structures to restrict the intrusion of Bay water into the combined sewer system. [22: 	San Francisco Water Power Sewer. Bayside Drainage Basin Urban Watershed Opportunities, Final Draft Technical Memorandum. July, 2014.] 



Trash in Waterways


Trash is of concern for San Francisco Bay because Lower San Francisco Bay is listed as an impaired water body under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act for trash. Plastic in the marine environment breaks into smaller and smaller pieces and it is eaten—often with fatal consequences—by fish, turtles, birds, and whales.[footnoteRef:23] Aquatic debris threatens sensitive ecosystems and has been documented to kill or harm nearly 700 wildlife species. The debris also interferes with navigation, degrades natural habitats, costs millions of dollars in lost revenue, and is a threat to human health and safety. Most aquatic debris comes from land-based sources including littering, legal and illegal dumping, a lack of or poor waste management practices and recycling capacity, stormwater discharges, animal interference with garbage, and extreme natural events. The growing quantity of single-use plastic packaging contributes substantially to the amount of trash transported to waterways.  [23:  	National Resources Defense Council, NRDC News Brief, Waste in Our Waterways, Unveiling the Hidden Costs to Californians of Litter Clean-Up. August, 2013.] 



Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Clean Water Act – Water Quality


In 1972, the Clean Water Act (CWA) established the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into the waters of the United States and gave the U.S. EPA the authority to implement pollution control programs. The CWA sets water quality standards for contaminants in surface waters. The statute employs a variety of regulatory and non-regulatory tools to reduce direct pollutant discharges into waterways, to finance municipal wastewater treatment facilities, and to manage polluted runoff. The U.S. EPA has delegated responsibility for implementation of portions of the CWA, including water quality control planning and programs in California to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine RWQCBs. Water quality standards applicable to the project are listed in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan), discussed further below under State Regulations.


Section 303(d) and Total Maximum Daily Loads


In accordance with Section 303(d) of the CWA, states must present the U.S. EPA with a list of “impaired water bodies,” defined as those water bodies that do not meet water quality standards. The CWA requires the development of total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) to improve water quality of impaired water bodies. Implementation of this program in the project area is conducted by the RWQCB and is discussed below in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations.


Section 402


Section 402 of the CWA authorizes the U.S.EPA to establish a nationwide surface water discharge permit program for municipal and industrial point sources known as the NPDES program. Under Section 402, the San Francisco Bay RWQCB has set standard conditions for each permittee in the Bay Area, including effluent limitation and monitoring programs. Discharges of stormwater and wastewater from the proposed project would be subject to NPDES permits issued to the CCSF that are described in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations, below.


Federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy


In 1994, the U.S. EPA adopted the Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy (CSO Control Policy), which became part of the CWA in December 2000. This policy establishes a consistent national approach for controlling discharges from combined sewers to the nation’s waters. Using the NPDES permit program, the permittee is required to implement the following nine minimum controls that constitute the technology-based requirements of the CWA and can reduce the frequency of CSDs and their effects on receiving water quality:


1. Conduct proper operation and regular maintenance programs for the combined sewer system and CSD outfalls;


2. Maximize the use of the collection system for storage; 


3. Review and modify pretreatment programs to minimize the effect of non-domestic discharges to the collection system;


4. Maximize flow to the SEWPC and North Point Facility for treatment;


5. Prohibit CSDs during dry weather;


6. Control solids and floatable materials in CSDs;


7. Develop and implement a pollution prevention program focused on reducing the effect of CSDs on receiving waters;


8. Notify the public of CSDs; and 


9. Monitor to effectively characterize CSD effects and the efficacy of CSD controls.


The City is currently implementing these controls as required by the CSO Control Policy and has also developed a long-term control plan to optimize operations of the wastewater collection and treatment system and maximize pollutant removal during wet weather. 


Consistent with the CSO Control Policy and the Long-Term Control Plan, the City captures and treats 100 percent of the combined sewage flow collected in the combined sewer system during precipitation events. Captured flows are directed first to the SEWPCP and North Point Facility for primary or secondary treatment. Flows in excess of the capacity of these facilities are diverted to storage and transport boxes constructed around much of the City, and receive the equivalent to primary treatment prior to discharge to San Francisco Bay. The Long-Term Control Plan specifies operational parameters that must be met in each drainage basin before a CSD can occur, and includes the following long-term average annual design goals for CSDs:


· Four CSD events along the North Shore


· Ten CSD events from the Central Basin


· One CSD event along the Southeast Sector


Although the Mariposa sub-basin has historically exceeded the long-term goal of ten CSD events per year as discussed above, the City is currently meeting these long-term average design goals for the overall Bayside drainage basin.


State Regulations


California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act


The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Division 7 of the California Water Code) provides for protection of the quality of waters of the State of California for use and enjoyment by the people of California. The act also establishes provisions for a statewide program for the control of water quality, recognizing that waters of the state are increasingly influenced by interbasin water development projects and other statewide considerations, and that factors such as precipitation, topography, population, recreation, agriculture, industry, and economic development vary regionally within the state. The statewide program for water quality control is therefore administered most effectively on a local level with statewide oversight. Within this framework, the act authorizes the SWRCB and RWQCBs to oversee the coordination and control of water quality within California.


San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan)


San Francisco Bay waters are under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB which established regulatory standards and objectives for water quality in the Bay in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin, commonly referred to as the Basin Plan.[footnoteRef:24] The Basin Plan identifies existing and potential beneficial uses for surface waters and provides numerical and narrative water quality objectives designed to protect those uses. The preparation and adoption of water quality control plans is required by the California Water Code (Section 13240) and supported by the federal CWA. Because beneficial uses, together with their corresponding water quality objectives, can be defined per federal regulations as water quality standards, the Basin Plan is a regulatory reference for meeting the state and federal requirements for water quality control. Adoption or revision of surface water standards is subject to the approval of the U.S. EPA.  [24: 	San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan), June 29, 2013. Available online at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb2/
water_issues/programs/planningtmdls/basinplan/web/docs/BP_all_chapters.pdf. Accessed February 5, 2015. ] 



The proposed project site is located adjacent to Lower San Francisco Bay which extends from approximately the Bay Bridge on the north to the Dumbarton Bridge on the south. The CSD structure for the Mariposa sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system discharges to Central Basin, an inlet of Lower San Francisco Bay along the City's bay shoreline. The CSD structures for the Central sub-basin of the combined sewer system discharge to Mission Creek which ultimately drains to Lower San Francisco Bay. Identified beneficial uses for Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay and Mission Creek include commercial and sport fishing, estuarine habitat, wildlife habitat, water contact recreation, noncontact water recreation, and navigation. Identified beneficial uses for Lower San Francisco Bay include industrial service supply, commercial and sport fishing, shellfish harvesting, estuarine habitat, fish migration, preservation of rare and endangered species, fish spawning, wildlife habitat, water contact recreation, noncontact water recreation, and navigation.


Impaired Water Bodies and Total Maximum Daily Loads


As described above under Section 303(d) of the CWA, states must present the U.S. EPA with a list of “impaired water bodies,” defined as those water bodies that do not meet water quality standards. The proposed project is located approximately 230 feet inland from Lower San Francisco Bay. The RWQCB has listed Lower San Francisco Bay as an impaired water body for chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, dioxins, furan compounds, mercury, PCBs, invasive species, and trash.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  	State Water Resources Control Board, 2010 Integrated Report (Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List / 305(b) Report) — Statewide. http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/integrated2010.shtml. Accessed on October 2, 2014.] 



The Central Basin of Lower San Francisco Bay, where the CSD structure for the Mariposa sub-basin discharges, is listed as an impaired water body for the chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, dioxin compounds, furan compounds, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, polychlorinated biphenyls, mercury, selenium, and invasive species. The sediments of the Central Basin are listed for mercury and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons.


Mission Creek, where the CSD structures for the reconfigured Central sub-basin of the combined sewer system discharge, is listed as an impaired water body for ammonia, hydrogen sulfide, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. The sediment of Mission Creek is listed for chlordane, dieldrin, lead, mercury, PCBs, silver, and zinc.


As required by the CWA, the U.S. EPA requires the development of TMDLs to improve water quality of impaired water bodies. The first step of the TMDL process is development of a TMDL report describing the water quality problem, detailing the pollutant sources, and outlining the solutions. An implementation plan, included in the TMDL report, describes how and when pollution prevention, control, or restoration activities will be accomplished and who will be responsible for these actions. The final step of the TMDL process is adopting and amending the Basin Plan to legally establish the TMDL and to specify regulatory requirements for compliance. As part of a Basin Plan amendment, waste load allocations are specified for entities that have permitted discharges.


TMDLs for polychlorinated biphenyls and mercury in San Francisco Bay have been approved by the U.S. EPA and officially incorporated into the Basin Plan. The RWQCB also adopted the San Francisco Bay Watershed Permit (Order No. R2-2012-0096) which addresses mercury and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in municipal and industrial wastewater discharges.[footnoteRef:26] [26: 	San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Waste Discharge Requirements for Mercury and PCBs from Municipal and Industrial Wastewater Discharges to San Francisco Bay, Order No. R2-2012-0096, NPDES No. CA0038849, adopted December 12, 2012. http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_decisions/
adopted_orders/2012/R2-2012-0096.pdf pdf, accessed on October 2, 2014.] 



NPDES Waste Discharge Regulations


As discussed above in Section 5.9.4.1, Federal Regulations, Section 402 of the federal CWA established the NPDES program to protect water quality of receiving waters. The NPDES program requires all facilities that discharge pollutants into waters of the United States to obtain a permit. The permit provides two levels of control – technology-based limits and water-quality-based limits – to control discharge of pollutants for the protection of water quality. Technology-based limits are based on the ability of dischargers in the same category to treat wastewater, while water quality-based limits are required if technology-based limits are not sufficient to protect the water body. Water quality-based effluent limitations required to meet water quality criteria in the receiving water are based on criteria specified in the National Toxics Rule, the California Toxics Rule, and the Basin Plan. NPDES permits must also incorporate TMDL wasteload allocations when they are developed. In California, the SWRCB and the RWQCBs implement and enforce the NPDES program.


Small MS4 General Stormwater Permit


In 2003, the SWRCB adopted the General Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4s), SWRCB Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ. An updated permit, Order No. 2013-001-DWQ, was adopted by the SWRCB on February 5, 2013 and became effective on July 1, 2013 (the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit). Areas that drain to separate stormwater collection systems in San Francisco are subject to this permit. The Mission Bay FSEIR was published in 1998, prior to passage of the first Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit.


The updated Phase II General MS4 Permit identifies specific BMPs and management measures to be addressed and requires permittees to submit a guidance document to the SWRCB documenting their strategies for complying with permit requirements. The required program includes specific elements related to program management, education and outreach on stormwater impacts, public involvement/participation, illicit discharge detection and elimination, construction site stormwater runoff and control, pollution prevention/good housekeeping for permittee operations, post-construction stormwater management for new development and re-development, water quality monitoring requirements, program effectiveness assessment, and annual reporting. For renewal permittees such as the CCSF, the guidance document must identify and describe BMPs included in their previous Stormwater Management Plan that may be more protective of water quality than the minimum requirements of the updated permit, and identify whether the permittee proposes to maintain, reduce, or cease implementation of the BMP. 


While the UCSF Mission Bay Campus utilizes the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system along with the rest of the development in Mission Bay South, the campus is considered a non-Traditional Small MS4 permittee under the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES permit. In accordance with this permit, UCSF has implemented its own management program for stormwater discharges from campus facilities. 


Southeast Plant, North Point, and Bayside Facilities NPDES Permit


The City currently holds an NPDES permit (RWQCB Order No.R2-2013-0029) adopted by the RWQCB in August 2013, that covers the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and all of the bayside wet-weather facilities, including CSDs to the Bay.[footnoteRef:27] The permit specifies discharge prohibitions, dry-weather effluent limitations, wet-weather effluent performance criteria, receiving water limitations, sludge management practices, and monitoring and reporting requirements. The permit prohibits overflows from the CSD structures during dry weather, and requires wet-weather overflows to comply with the nine minimum controls specified in the federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy, described above, and the City’s Long Term Control Plan. Areas in the Bayside drainage basin that drain to the City’s combined sewer system are subject to this permit. [27: 	Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. CA0037664, Order No.R2-2013-0029, for City and County of San Francisco Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant, North Point Wet Weather Facility, Bayside Wet Weather Facilities and Wastewater Collection System., adopted January 31, 2008.] 



As discussed above in Section 5.9.4.2, Federal Regulations (Federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy), the NPDES permit does not explicitly regulate the number, volume, duration, or frequency of CSDs from the combined sewer system, but instead requires that the system meets the long-term average annual design goals for CSDs from each sub-basin. Under the Long-Term Control Plan, the City must optimize operations of the combined sewer system to minimize CSD frequency, magnitude, and duration and maximize pollutant removal during wet weather and must also provide treatment of all discharges from the combined sewer system, including CSDs. The NPDES permit also requires the City to monitor the water quality of all CSDs and the efficacy of wet weather discharge controls. If the CSDs cause a violation of water quality standards in the receiving water, the City must evaluate its Long-Term Control Plan and combined sewer system operation to ensure compliance with water quality standards.


Volatile Organic Compound and Fuel General NPDES Permit The RWQCB has issued Order Number R2-2012-0012 which is a general permit for the discharge of extracted and treated groundwater resulting from the cleanup of groundwater polluted by volatile organic compounds and fuels (VOC and Fuel General Permit).[footnoteRef:28] The permit specifies water quality criteria for the discharges, receiving water limitations, and discharge prohibitions (including flow rate and restrictions on scouring and erosion). Monitoring requirements for demonstrating permit compliance are also specified. To obtain authorization to discharge under this permit, the discharger must submit a Notice of Intent describing the proposed discharge and treatment system and the RWQCB must issue an Authorization to Discharge once it is determined that the discharger is eligible to discharge under the permit. [28:  	San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharge or Reuse of Extracted and Treated Groundwater Resulting from the Cleanup of Groundwater Polluted by Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), Fuel Leaks and Other Related Wastes (VOC and Fuel General Permit). Order No. R2-2012-0012, NPDES No. CAG912002.] 



Local and Regional Regulations and Plans


Stormwater and Wastewater Management


SFPUC Storm Water Management Plan


San Francisco has obtained coverage under the updated Phase II General MS4 Permit described above for separate storm sewer systems under its jurisdiction. In accordance with this permit, the SFPUC is required to submit a guidance document to the SWRCB documenting its strategies for complying with permit requirements. San Francisco’s Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), prepared under the previous General MS4 Permit,[footnoteRef:29] will remain in effect until the guidance document is completed. The SWMP is comprised of six program areas that address water quality: public education and outreach, public involvement/participation, illicit discharge detection and elimination, construction site stormwater runoff control, post-construction stormwater management in new development and redevelopment, and pollution prevention/good housekeeping for municipal operations. The SWMP thereby requires implementation of a variety of stormwater pollution reduction measures that mirror these six program areas, including the implementation of stormwater BMPs (such as construction period BMPs and post-construction BMPs). [29:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco Stormwater Management Plan, Annual Report 2009 (Year 6), March 30, 2010.] 



The project area would drain to the new separate stormwater system and would be subject to all provisions and regulatory requirements set forth by the SFPUC, including compliance with the SWMP and the guidance document, once the SFPUC assumes jurisdiction over the storm sewer system. 


Stormwater Design Guidelines 


Development projects that discharge stormwater to either the combined sewer system or a separate stormwater system must comply with Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 147, which was adopted in 2010 (subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR). The SFPUC and the Port of San Francisco have developed San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines in accordance with the requirements of the Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit and Article 4.2, Section 147. [footnoteRef:30] The SFPUC is currently updating the guidelines to reflect changes in the updated Phase II General MS4 Permit. [30:  	San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Port of San Francisco, San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, November 2009, http://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=2779, accessed on October 2, 2014.] 



The Stormwater Design Guidelines require compliance with specified stormwater management requirements and provide five tools to help project developers achieve compliance with stormwater management requirements:


· A step-by-step guide describing how to manage stormwater onsite


· A set of stormwater BMP fact sheets


· A vegetation palette to assist in BMP-appropriate plant selection


· Sizing calculators to determine the required size of each BMP


· Maintenance checklists explaining the types and frequencies of the maintenance activities associated with each BMP


In accordance with the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines, developers of projects that disturb more than 5,000 square feet of ground and discharge to a separate stormwater system must implement BMPs to reduce the flow rate and volume and improve the quality of stormwater going into the separate stormwater system. For covered projects, the stormwater management approach must capture and treat rainfall from the design storm of 0.75 inches. These projects would reduce or eliminate downstream water pollution by reducing impervious cover, eliminating sources of contaminants, treating pollutants in stormwater runoff, or increasing onsite infiltration.


The SFPUC inspects stormwater BMPs once they are constructed, and any issues noted by the inspection must be corrected. The owner is responsible for completing an annual self-certification inspection, and must submit completed checklists and maintenance logs for the year to the SFPUC. In addition, the SFPUC inspects all stormwater BMPs every third year. Any issues identified by either inspection must be resolved before the SFPUC can renew the certificate of compliance. 


Projects that are required to implement the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines are also subject to review by the San Francisco Building Inspection Commission, and are subject to building codes that include provisions for managing drainage for new construction. Specifically, Section 1101.1.1 of the San Francisco Plumbing Code and Section 1503.4 of the San Francisco Building Code allow roofs and other building areas to drain to locations other than the combined sewer.


Wastewater Discharges to the Combined Sewer System


Discharges of non-sewage wastewater to the combined sewer system are subject to the permit requirements specified in Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code and supplemented by Department of Public Works Order No. 158170. The permit requires development and implementation of a pollution prevention program and specifies discharge limitations for specific chemical constituents as well as general conditions for the discharge. In addition, the discharge must meet the pretreatment standards specified in Article 4.1 and the discharger must monitor the discharge quality for compliance with permit limitations. The discharger must also submit periodic reports to the SFPUC and the CCSF conducts periodic inspections to ensure compliance.


San Francisco Sea Level Rise Guidance


As noted above, the CCSF has developed guidance for incorporating sea level rise into the planning of capital projects in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:31] The guidance presents a framework for considering the effects of sea level rise on capital projects implemented by the CCSF and selecting appropriate adaptation measures based on site-specific information. The planning process described in the guidance includes six primary steps: [31:  	City and County of San Francisco Sea Level Rise Committee, Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco: Assessing Vulnerability and Risk to Support Adaptation. September 22, 2014. Available online at http://onesanfrancisco.org/wp-content/uploads/San%20Francisco%20SLR%20Guidance%20Adopted
%209.22.14%2012182014.pdf, accessed on February 5, 2015.] 



· Review sea level rise science


· Assess vulnerability


· Assess risk


· Plan for adaptation


· Implement adaptation measures


· Monitor


As of September 2014, the CCSF considers the NRC report as the best available science on sea level rise in California. However, the guidance acknowledges that the science of sea level rise is continually advancing and projections of sea level rise may need to be updated at some point to reflect the most updated science. Sea level rise inundation maps prepared by the SFPUC, described above in Section 5.9.3.2, Flooding, are considered the most up-to-date maps and take into account both water level rises and the temporary effects of storm surge along the shoreline based on existing topography and conditions. The guidance states that the review of available sea level science should determine whether the project site could be subject to flooding during the lifespan of the project. 


For those projects that cost $5 million or more that could be flooded during their lifespan, the guidance requires a vulnerability assessment based on the degree of flooding that could occur, the sensitivity of the project to sea level rise, and the adaptive capacity of the project site and design (the ability to adjust to sea level rise impacts without the need for substantial intervention or modification). The risk assessment takes into consideration the likelihood that the project could be adversely affected by sea level rise and the related consequences of flooding. An adaptation plan is required for projects that are found to be vulnerable to sea level rise and have a potential for substantial consequences. The plan should focus on those aspects of the project that have the greatest consequences if flooded. It should include clear accountability and trigger points for bringing adaptation strategies online as well as a well-defined process to ensure that milestones are being met and the latest science is being considered.


The CCSF sea level rise guidance document also acknowledges that there is some flexibility in how to plan for adaptations, and it may not always be feasible or cost effective to design and build for long-term potential sea level rise scenarios that are of a highly uncertain nature, such as the upper end of the NRC report range for the year 2100 (66-inches of sea level rise). In this case, the project could be designed and constructed to be resilient to the likely mid-century sea level rise (11± 4 inches by 2050). An alternative approach would be to build the project to be resilient to the likely sea level rise by 2100 (36 inches), while including adaptive capacity to be resilient to the upper range of sea level rise estimates for 2100 (66 inches).


Under CEQA, the CCSF considers city projects that could be vulnerable to 100-year flooding in combination with sea level rise during their lifespan to have a significant risk related to flooding.


San Francisco Floodplain Management 


San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements are specified in the San Francisco Administrative Code, Article XX, Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285. For buildings located within a flood-prone area, this code requires the following:


· The building must be adequately anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement.


· The building must be constructed with materials and utility equipment that is resistant to flood damage, and with methods and practices that minimize flood damage.


· Electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, and air conditioning equipment must be designed or located to prevent water from entering or accumulating within the components during flooding.


· All water supply and sanitary sewage systems must be designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters into the system as well as discharges from the systems into floodwaters. 


For projects located in areas that could be prone to flooding from the combined sewer system during wet weather, the SFPUC may require additional actions such as provision of a pump station for sewage flows, raised elevation of entryways, special sidewalk construction, and deep gutters.[footnoteRef:32] [32:  	San Francisco Planning Department, Planning Director Bulletin No. 4, Review of Project Identified in Areas Prone to Flooding.] 



Trash Management


Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code, Garbage and Refuse, requires that properties have appropriate containers placed in appropriate locations for the collection of refuse. In accordance with this article, the refuse containers must be constructed with tight fitting lids or sealed enclosures, and the contents of the container may not extend above the top of the rim. The property owner must also have adequate refuse collection service. Article 6 also prohibits the dumping of refuse onto any streets or lands within San Francisco.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to hydrology and water quality if it were to:


· Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;


· Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;


· Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; or


· Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam.


The analysis of violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements discussed in Impact HY-6 below also addresses the following significance criterion from Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems: 


· Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board.


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the hydrology and water quality analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, pp. 86 through 98), which also explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts previously identified in the 1998 FSEIR on hydrology and water quality with respect to degradation of water quality during construction (Impact HY-1); depletion of groundwater and interference with groundwater recharge (Impact HY-2); alteration of drainage patterns (Impact HY-3); placement of housing within a 100-year flood zone; placement of structures within a 100-year flood zone (Impact HY-4); and flooding as a result of failure of a levee or dam; and inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow (Impact HY-5). Therefore, no further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section. The hydrology and water quality section of the Initial Study determined that all construction-related hydrology and water quality impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant. 


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Construction Impacts


Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, the project sponsor conducted additional evaluation of dewatering requirements during construction and provided additional information regarding construction dewatering discharge options. This section presents a revised analysis of the water quality impacts of groundwater discharges based on the additional information. The analysis assumes that construction dewatering activities would be conducted in compliance with all applicable regulations, and the impact would be considered less than significant if proposed dewatering activities would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise degrade water quality. All other construction-related impacts of the proposed project are unchanged from what is presented in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOPIS).


Operational Impacts


This section addresses two impacts associated with long-term operation of the proposed project. The first impact analyzes the potential for project-related changes in wastewater and stormwater to result in water quality effects; this impact addresses related significance criteria and is broken down into various aspects of wastewater and stormwater management. The second impact analyzes the potential for flooding impacts as related to sea level rise. The approach to analyzing these impacts is shown below relative to the applicable significance criteria:


Exceed wastewater treatment requirements, violate water quality standard or waste discharge requirement, exceed the capacity of a storm drainage system, provide a substantial source of stormwater pollutants, or substantially degrade water quality: Because stormwater and wastewater are conveyed in the same set of pipes within the Bayside drainage basin of the City’s combined sewer system, described above in the Setting, the hydrology and water quality impacts related to changes in stormwater and wastewater flows are combined under one impact statement. This analysis is related to the analysis presented in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, which evaluates impacts related to the capacity of wastewater or stormwater facilities, but this impact analysis focuses primarily on the potential to affect water quality. The impact analysis is broken down as described below.


· Dry weather flows to combined sewer system: The analysis considers whether the project would contribute additional wastewater to the City’s combined sewer system to the extent that the contribution would cause the system to exceed the treatment requirements (with respect to volume and treatment level) or other permit requirements of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB NPDES permit for the SFPUC's Bayside wastewater facilities. The impact is considered less than significant if the increase in dry weather flows remains within the treatment capacity of the SEWPCP.


· Wet weather flows to combined sewer system: The impact analysis examines whether project-related increases in wastewater flows would contribute to combined sewer discharges during wet weather. The impact is considered less than significant if the increased flows would not increase the frequency of combined sewer discharges above the long-term average specified in the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and bayside wet-weather facilities.


· Effluent discharges from SEWPCP: For the analysis of impacts related to changes in the quality of effluent discharges from the SEWPCP, the analysis considers whether discharges of wastewater to the combined sewer system would cause effluent quality to exceed the discharge limitations of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP. If not, the impact is considered less than significant. 


· Direct discharges of stormwater runoff and storm drainage capacity: The analysis considers whether the post-construction flows would be within the capacity of the newly constructed separate stormwater system in Mission Bay South or provide an additional source of stormwater pollutants that could degrade water quality. The impact is considered less than significant if the flows would be within the capacity of the stormwater system, and would not result in an additional source of stormwater pollutants.


· Litter: The analysis considers whether compliance with regulatory requirements for trash management would prevent substantial water quality degradation from litter that could be transported to the Bay via stormwater runoff or wind. If so, the impact is considered less than significant.


Expose people or structures to a significant risk from future flooding: The analysis considers whether people or structures on the project site could be exposed to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding as a result of sea level rise in combination with storm surge and extreme tides. The impact is considered less than significant if the project site would not be inundated during a 100-year coastal flood within the life of the project, or if the project would conform to flood resistant building standards and be capable of adapting to future flood hazard conditions. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Cumulative impacts related to combined sewer discharges and stormwater system inadequacies in the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins could ultimately affect the water quality of Lower San Francisco Bay. Accordingly, the geographic scope of cumulative water quality impacts includes areas that drain to the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins. The cumulative analysis utilizes a list-based approach to analyze the effects of the project in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in this geographic area, including full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and implementation of the UCSF Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), and assumes that construction and operations of other projects in the geographical area would have to comply with the same regulatory requirements as the project. The analysis then considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with project implementation in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the geographical area, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation


Impacts HY-1 to HY-5: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS), which includes all construction-related impacts of the proposed project, except that Impact HY-1 is modified below to account for new information regarding groundwater discharges during construction-related dewatering.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact HY-1a: The project would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality with respect to construction-related dewatering. (Less than Significant)


Impact HY-1 of the Initial Study evaluated the potential for groundwater dewatering discharges during construction to violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, the project sponsor developed additional information regarding construction dewatering discharge options.


Water Quality Effects of Groundwater Dewatering During Construction


Construction dewatering is expected to last approximately nine months. The initial estimated and peak water discharge rate is 1,850 gallons per minute (gpm) and would last three to four days.[footnoteRef:33] By the end of the first week, the discharge rate would decrease to about 300 gpm, and by the end of the second week, to about 100 gpm. By the end of the initial 45-day construction period, the discharge rate would decrease to approximately 30 to 40 gpm, and this rate is expected to last for the remaining duration of the dewatering period, approximately seven and a half months. The three potential construction dewatering discharge options are: (1) directly discharging to the City's combined sewer system; (2) installing an on-site dewatering treatment system and discharging the treated water to the Bay if the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station would be exceeded with the discharge; and (3) a combination of the first two options. (Have GSW double check that these three options correctly capture what they are planning on doing – ie, is #2 an option even if the Pump Station would not be exceeded?) [33:  	Shipman, Dorinda and Kimbrel, Elizabeth, Langan Treadwell Rollo, 2015. Memorandum to Kate Aufhauser, Golden State Warriors and Clarke Miller, Strada Investment Group regarding Construction Dewatering Discharge Options, Golden State Warriors Arena, San Francisco, California. February 17, 2015.] 



If discharged to the combined sewer system, the discharges would be subject to the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. This ordinance is found in Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the combined sewer system. In accordance with Article 4.1 and Order No. 158170, the discharge permit would contain appropriate discharge standards and may require installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain contaminants related to past site activities, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the construction contractors would be required to treat the groundwater as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge to the combined sewer system, and discharge rates would be controlled so that the capacity of the sewer system would not be exceeded.


If discharged directly to the Bay, the discharges would be subject to permitting requirements of the RWQCB under the VOC and Fuel General NPDES permit, described in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations, which specifies water quality criteria and monitoring requirements for discharges of extracted and treated groundwater. Accordingly, under this option, the project sponsor or its contractors would be required to submit a Notice of Intent to the RWQCB describing the proposed discharge and treatment system, and the RWQCB must issue an Authorization to Discharge once it is determined that the discharger is eligible to discharge under the permit. The contractors would install an on-site treatment system that includes settling tanks for removal of sediments and treatment for hydrocarbons and metals. A treatability study would be conducted prior to discharge to demonstrate that the treatment system can effectively meet the discharge limitations.[footnoteRef:34] The treated water would likely be discharged through a stormwater swale or outfall pipe downstream of Pump Station SDPS-5 (part of the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system) shown on Figure 5.7-2. Regular influent and effluent water quality monitoring would be conducted to demonstrate permit compliance. [34: 	Ibid.] 



The combined option could include directing a portion of the initial discharges to the Bay as described above until flows have subsided to the point that they are within the capacity of the Mariposa pump station. Discharges to both the Bay and the combined sewer system would be subject to the same permitting requirements as described above. With discharge to the combined sewer system in accordance with the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance as supplemented by Order No. 158170, or discharge to the Bay in accordance with the VOC and Fuel General NPDES permit as authorized by the RWQCB, water quality impacts related to a violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of groundwater produced during construction‐related dewatering would be less than significant.


Mitigation: None required.


Comparison of Impact HY-1 (revised) to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that water quality impacts associated with groundwater discharges during construction-related discharges would be less than significant with discharge to the combined sewer system in accordance with Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170. While the anticipated flow rates could temporarily exceed those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the discharge would be subject to Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170 or the VOC and Fuel General NPDES permit, which would ensure that the discharges do not exceed water quality criteria or cause water quality degradation. Therefore, the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts on water quality from construction-related dewatering activities than previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operation


Impact HY-6: Operation of the proposed project could exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP; violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, otherwise substantially degrade water quality as a result of changes in wastewater and stormwater discharges to the Bay; or exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay, or provide a substantial source of polluted runoff. Operation of the proposed project would not contribute to a substantial increase in combined sewer discharges. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


This impact discussion covers multiple sources of potential effects on water quality and is broken down as follows: dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only) to the combined sewer system; wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater) to the combined sewer system; effluent discharges from the SEWPCP; direct discharges of stormwater runoff and storm drainage capacity; and litter. 


Dry Weather Flows to the Combined Sewer System


The sewer analysis for the proposed project estimates that the total average wastewater flow would be 0.164 mgd and the peak wastewater flows would be 1.074 mgd.[footnoteRef:35] During dry weather (typically, May 1 to October 15), all wastewater generated from the proposed project would be conveyed to and treated at the SEWPCP, which currently has available dry-weather treatment capacity of about 24.5 mgd, as described above in Section 5.9.3.1, Combined Sewer System. The average flow from the project would be less than 0.7 percent of the remaining dry-weather treatment capacity of the SEWPCP, and the peak daily flow would be approximately 4.4 percent of the available capacity. Therefore, during dry weather, impacts related to exceeding the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco RWQCB would be less than significant. [35:  	BKF Engineers, 2015. Water and Sewer Analyses for Golden State Warriors Arena @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. January 9.] 



Wet Weather Flows to the Combined Sewer System


During wet weather (typically October 15 to April 30), there is a wide variation in volume of wastewater flow to the combined sewer system due to the addition of stormwater to the sanitary sewage flows. During severe rainstorms, the increased wet weather flows can exceed the combined 400 mgd treatment capacity of the Bayside wet weather facilities and the 125-million gallon capacity of the transport and storage boxes. Under the proposed project, stormwater at the project site would be diverted to the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system, which would be a decrease of stormwater flows to the combined sewer system compared to existing conditions. Sanitary sewage would be conveyed to the combined sewer system during both wet and dry weather, and the increase in sanitary sewage would represent an incremental increase in wastewater volume from the project site compared to existing conditions. This increase could affect the overall combined sewer system’s wet weather operations in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin when the wastewater flows are added to the existing wastewater and stormwater flows from other portions of the Mariposa sub-basin. While the combined sewer system is currently in compliance with applicable regulations and permits for discharges to the Bay, the Mariposa subbasin has historically exceeded the long-term average design goal for CSDs (see Section 5.9.3.1, above, regarding the existing conditions of the City's combined sewer system).


Existing average wastewater flows from development projects completed within the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system as of February 2015 are approximately 1.21 mgd, including 0.31 mgd of existing flows from UCSF.[footnoteRef:36] Assuming average flows of 0.16 mgd from the project site in combination with these flows, the total average flows to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station would be 1.38 mgd. Conservatively assuming that all 1.074 mgd of the peak wastewater flows from the project site would discharge to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station, the total combined flows could be up to 2.28 mgd. [36:  	Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. 2015. Combined Sewer Impact Analysis, Golden State Warriors Arena EIR. February 18.] 



Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. analyzed the effect of project-related increases in wastewater discharges on CSDs from the Mariposa sub-basin using the DPW’s Hydrocalc planning model.[footnoteRef:37] The modeling report is included as Appendix HYD of this SEIR. Using the wastewater flows described above and standard rainfall assumptions used by the DPW, the model estimated the annual average frequency, volume, and duration of CSDs that would occur once the Mariposa wet and dry-weather pump stations reach the combined capacity of 11.2 mgd under existing and project conditions. The model estimates that under existing conditions, CSDs from the Mariposa sub-basin occur approximately 10 times per year with an average volume of 5.34 million gallons and duration of 17.2 hours.  [37:  	Ibid.] 



The model analyzed the effects of discharging the average flows from the proposed project in combination with the existing average flows in the drainage area. Under this scenario, the frequency of CSDs would not increase, but the volume of the CSDs would increase from 5.34 to 5.63 million gallons and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 17.3 hours. All CSDs would receive the equivalent of primary treatment in the Mariposa transport and storage structure prior to discharge to the Bay. As a worst case, the model also assumed that peak project-related wastewater flows would occur during every large storm which is an unlikely scenario (i.e., the model assumed that there would be a capacity event at the event center at the exact same time as every large storm of the rainy season). However, even using this worst case scenario, there would be no increase in the frequency of CSDs with the addition of peak project-related flows, but the volume of the CSDs would increase from 5.34 to 7.20 million gallons and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 19.4 hours. Under all conditions, all CSDs would receive the equivalent of primary treatment in the Mariposa transport and storage structure prior to discharge to the Bay.


As discussed in Section 5.9.4.2, State Regulations, the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and all of the bayside wet-weather facilities does not limit the specific annual number of CSD events. Instead, the permit acknowledges that some years are wetter than others and requires that the combined sewer system is designed and constructed based on meeting the specified long-term average number of CSDs from each sub-basin. Therefore, the NPDES permit allows an annual average of 10 CSDs for the Mariposa sub-basin to be exceeded in any particular year, as long as the long-term average is met. Because average and peak wastewater flows from the project site would not increase the frequency of CSD events from the Mariposa subbasin and would be consistent with the requirements of the NPDES permit, project-level water quality impacts related to contributions to an increase in CSD frequency would be less than significant. 


Effluent Discharges from the SEWPCP


Consistent with what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, some wastewater discharges associated with future uses at the project site could involve the discharge of some pollutants not typically associated with most other San Francisco discharges. If improperly handled, discharges of unusual chemicals such as radioactive materials and biohazardous materials to the SEWPCP could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, which would be a potentially significant impact. While these discharges would be regulated under Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mitigation Measure K.2 requiring facilities anticipated to have a potentially significant discharge of pollutants to the sanitary sewer to install sampling ports to facilitate sampling to monitor discharge quality. At this time, it is not known specifically what uses might occupy the proposed office development at Blocks 29-32, and the possibility of uses that would handle radioactive or biohazardous materials cannot be precluded. Thus, as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, in the event that there could be future activities that handle radioactive or biohazardous materials, implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 (same as Mitigation Measure M-HY-6) would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation.


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity 


Currently, approximately half of the project site is paved, and the rest is undeveloped. Runoff from portions of the paved and unpaved areas drain to perimeter streets, but a majority of runoff is contained in a low lying area within the site. There are no storm drains on the site. The runoff that drains to the perimeter streets currently flows to the combined sewer system. 


[bookmark: _GoBack]Under the proposed project, all stormwater would be diverted to the separate stormwater system being constructed by the master developer for Mission Bay South. Discharges of stormwater from the project site to the separate stormwater system would be subject to the regulatory requirements of the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit, Section 147 of Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, and the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines, all of which were adopted since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR and are described in Section 5.9.4, Regulatory Framework. Accordingly, the project sponsor would be required to implement BMPs to improve the quality of stormwater entering the stormwater system. The stormwater management approach must capture and treat rainfall from the design storm of 0.75 inches and include measures to reduce or eliminate downstream water pollution by reducing impervious cover, eliminating sources of contaminants, treating pollutants in stormwater runoff, or increasing onsite infiltration. The project would primarily utilize two Low Impact Development (LID) strategies to achieve the requirements for capture and treatment of stormwater: green roofs on several buildings, rainwater harvesting, and flow-through biotreatment planters. Treated water from these facilities would be directed to proposed on-site storm drains, which would connect to the separate stormwater collection system in the adjacent streets. 


Implementation of stormwater control measures as required by the updated Phase II General MS4 NPDES Permit; Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 147; and the City's Stormwater Design Guidelines would ensure that the project does not contribute to an increase in discharge of stormwater pollutants to the Bay in discharges from the separate stormwater system. Therefore, impacts related to degradation of water quality and providing an additional source of stormwater pollutants are less than significant in relation to direct stormwater discharges. 


As described in Impact C-UT-3 in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the Mission Bay South stormwater system is designed to convey runoff from a 5-year storm event under build-out conditions. While the project would increase runoff relative to existing conditions because the amount of impervious surfaces would be increased, the volume of offsite stormwater discharges would be consistent with the projected build-out condition that the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system was designed to serve. Therefore, stormwater runoff from the project would not exceed the capacity of the stormwater system and this impact would be less than significant.


Litter


The proposed public use of the project site as an event center could increase the potential for litter. In accordance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code, Garbage and Refuse, the project sponsor would be required to place containers in appropriate locations for the collection of refuse. In accordance with this article, the refuse containers must be constructed with tight fitting lids or sealed enclosures, and the contents of the container may not extend above the top of the rim. The project sponsor must also have adequate refuse collection service. Further, Article 6 prohibits the dumping of refuse onto any streets or lands within San Francisco. 


The project would also be required to comply with several City ordinances which would decrease the amount of non-degradable trash generated under the proposed project, as discussed in Section 11 of the Initial Study, Utilities and Service Systems (see Appendix NOP-IS). The San Francisco Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance requires facilities to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash, and the Food Service Waste Reduction Ordinance prohibits any establishment that serves food prepared in San Francisco from using polystyrene foam (Styrofoam) to-go containers. This ordinance also requires that any containers used in the City’s programs be either recyclable or compostable. 


Compliance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code and the City ordinances described above would reduce the amount of non-recyclable and non-compostable wastes produced during events, and would ensure that adequate containers and refuse service are provided. This would reduce the potential for transport of litter to the separate stormwater system (including the UCSF MS-4) and Bay via wind or stormwater runoff. Furthermore, as indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project sponsor would implement a number of event center site management practices to minimize potential disruption associated with event center operations, including the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy. This policy includes the following provision:


· Employees of the establishment shall walk a 100-foot radius from the premises sometime between 30 minutes after closing time and 8:00 a.m. the following morning, and shall pick up and dispose of any discarded beverage containers and other trash left by area nighttime entertainment patrons.


Therefore, for reasons stated above, water quality impacts related to littering would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact HY-6, Water Quality Impact Analysis


Impact HY-6 describes potential water quality impacts of the proposed project related to dry weather wastewater flows and compliance with the wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB; wet weather wastewater flows; effluent discharges from the SEWPCP; direct discharges of stormwater; and litter. The analysis determined that project-related effects on dry weather wastewater flows would be less than significant because the wastewater flows would be within the remaining capacity of the SEWPCP. Impacts related to wet weather flows and CSDs were determined to be less than significant because the discharge of project-related peak wastewater flows would not result in an increase in frequency of CSD events from the Mariposa sub-basin. 


Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP. Impacts related to direct discharges of stormwater and litter would be less than significant due to compliance with existing regulations and implementation of proposed event center site management practices. 


Mitigation Measure M-HY-6. Wastewater Sampling Ports


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.2. Participate in the City’s existing Water Pollution Prevention Program. Facilitate implementation of the City’s Water Pollution Prevention Program by providing and installing wastewater sampling ports in any building anticipated to have a potentially significant discharge of pollutants to the sanitary sewer, as determined by the Water Pollution Prevention Program of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Bureau of Environmental Regulation and Management, and in locations as determined.


Comparison of Impact HY-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Dry-Weather Flows to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that, based on anticipated land uses as offices, the estimated total wastewater flow from the project site would be an average of 0.192 mgd and a peak of 0.578 mgd. The average flows for the proposed project would be less than analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, but the peak flows would be almost two times greater than previously anticipated. Although the project would result in a somewhat more severe impact than analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the impact would remain less than significant because the dry-weather flows would be within the capacity of the SEWPCP. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to dry weather flows to the combined sewer system than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Wet Weather Flows to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR anticipated that stormwater within the reconfigured Central sub-basin would be collected in a separate stormwater system and wastewater flows generated within this basin would be conveyed in the City’s combined sewer system. The Mission Bay FSEIR also anticipated that both stormwater and wastewater flows generated in the Mariposa sub-basin would be conveyed to the combined sewer system. With this configuration, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that increases in combined sewer discharges and associated pollutants were anticipated in the Mariposa and Islais Creek discharge locations. The Mission Bay Plan’s contribution to an increase in the frequency, volume, or duration of combined sewer discharges would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 requiring the master developer and SFPUC to consider sewer improvements to avoid increases in CSD volumes. 


The master developer has proceeded with implementation of Mitigation Scenario B described in the FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253) and described in Section 5.9.2.3 (FSEIR Mitigation Approach), above. This scenario includes separating the stormwater collection system and sanitary sewer in the reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin as well as in the reconfigured Central sub-basin as originally planned in the FSEIR. Because none of the stormwater from Mission Bay South would be discharged to the combined sewer system, the Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that this mitigation approach would reduce the total Bayside CSD volume by 33 million gallons per year. 


As discussed above, under the worst case conditions analyzed, discharge of the peak wastewater flows from the project site could increase the volume of each CSD from the Mariposa sub-basin by about 1.9 million gallons but would not increase the frequency of CSD events from this sub-basin. While the project would result in slightly more severe effects than analyzed in the FSEIR, this impact would be less than significant because the existing frequency of CSD events would not be exceeded and would be within the limitations of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and bayside wet-weather facilities. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to CSD events than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Effluent Discharges from SEWPCP. The FSEIR concluded that UCSF and some commercial or industrial operations may involve the discharge of some pollutants not typically associated with most other San Francisco discharges, and discharges from these businesses could potentially result in a violation of the NDPES permit. The FSEIR identified Mitigation Measure K.2 in the Hydrology and Water Quality section requiring facilities with these discharges to install sampling ports to facilitate demonstration of compliance with discharge limitations. The proposed project could involve some of the same land uses, but as discussed above would require implementation of Mitigation Measure K.2 from the FSEIR. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that with the sewer system improvements proposed as part of the Plan, including reconfiguration of the Central and Mariposa sub-basins and construction of a separate stormwater system in the reconfigured Central sub-basin, the Mission Bay Plan would accommodate the projected changes to stormwater flows. Impacts related to exceeding the capacity of the stormwater system would be less than significant. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that the direct stormwater discharges under the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on the quality of near-shore waters of the Bay and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek). The project’s contribution would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure K.4 requiring treatment of all separate stormwater discharges. 


As described above, stormwater discharges from the project would discharge to the Mission Bay South stormwater system constructed in accordance with Mitigation Scenario B described in the FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses (in Volume III, beginning on p. XII.253). This separate stormwater system provides treatment of stormwater discharges at each of the five outfalls. Further, stormwater discharges from the project site would be subject to the regulatory requirements of the SWRCB and City which require treatment of stormwater before it is discharged to a separate stormwater system. Therefore, the project would result in less severe water quality impacts than analyzed in the FSEIR related to direct stormwater discharges, and the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts related to stormwater runoff and discharges than was previously identified. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.5 requires implementation of an individual stormwater management program that utilizes BMPs for Mission Bay until the Phase II regulations become final and Mission Bay is included in the City’s stormwater management program. However, subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the SWRCB adopted the General Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems. The CCSF also adopted Section 147 of Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code in 2010 and published the associated Stormwater Design Guidelines. Discharges of stormwater from the project site to the separate storm sewer would be required to comply with these regulatory requirements as further described above. Therefore, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.5 is not applicable to the proposed project.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.5 in the Community Services and Utilities section required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay drainage sub-basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. However, as discussed in Section 5.7 of this SEIR, Utilities and Service Systems, this mitigation measure is no longer warranted for the proposed project because the project would discharge stormwater to the separate stormwater system being constructed in accordance with the approved Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


_________________________


Impact HY-7: Operation of the proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding. (Less than Significant)


Existing grades at the project site range from -1 to +3 feet SFD (10 to 14 feet NAVD88). As discussed in Impact HY-4 of the Initial Study (see pp. 102 to 103 of the Initial Study in Appendix NOP-IS ), the project site is not located within a 100-year flood zone depicted on San Francisco’s interim flood maps prepared in 2008. The project site is also generally above the projected 2050 flood elevation of -0.6 feet SFD (11 feet NAVD88), which combines 12 inches of sea level rise with the effects of a 100-year storm surge. Thus, as shown on Figure 5.9-3 and described in the Setting, the project site would not be subject to flooding in 2050 with projected sea level rise.[footnoteRef:38] In addition, the project site would not be flooded during daily high tide conditions (MHHW) with the 36 inches of sea level rise that is expected by 2100.  [38:  	Note that the green zone shown within the project site on Figure 5.9-3 is the open excavation that is not hydrologically connected to the Bay or flooding zones and would be filled when the site is developed.] 



However, when the effects of a 100-year storm surge are considered in combination with 36 inches of sea level rise, the flood elevation would be 1.5 feet SFD (13 feet NAVD88), and the site at its existing grade could be temporarily flooded to depths of up to about 2.5 feet. This is consistent with the SFPUC mapping depicted on Figure 5.9-4, which shows flooding depths at 2foot intervals and indicates that the site could be temporarily flooded to depths of between 2 and 4 feet.[footnoteRef:39] Thus, the project site could be prone to flooding by 2100 based on projected sea level rise in combination with the effects of storm surge. [39:  	Note that greater inundation depths are indicated on Figure 5.9-4 in the area of the open excavation, but this excavation would be filled when the site is developed.] 



However, as noted in the Setting, this flooding scenario is based on 2010/2011 topographic conditions and assumes that no site-specific flood protection measures such as filling to raise the grade of low lying areas or area-wide measures such as construction of berms, levees or seawalls would be implemented to protect the project site or surrounding area during the intervening period. As such, it is likely that the actual flood zone would be different by 2100 than what is illustrated on Figure 5.9-4 under built conditions, and the actual flood zone would include only those areas of the site with ground elevations below the flood elevation of 1.5 feet SFD (13 feet NAVD88) that are not protected by area-wide flood protection measures.


Development in the flood zone could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death unless designed and constructed in accordance with flood resistant building standards. San Francisco’s Floodplain Management Ordinance (Chapter 2A, Article XX, Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) provides standards for building in flood prone areas. For building sites in flood prone areas, Section 2A.283 (b)(1) specifically requires that:


· The building must be adequately anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement.


· The building must be constructed with materials and utility equipment that is resistant to flood damage, and with methods and practices that minimize flood damage.


· Electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, and air conditioning equipment must be designed or located to prevent water from entering or accumulating within the components during flooding.


· All water supply and sanitary sewage systems must be designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters into the system as well as discharges from the systems into floodwaters. 


The Floodplain Management Ordinance is applicable only in areas that are designated by the City Administrator as susceptible to being inundated by a 100-year flood. At present, the City’s designated 100-year flood zone is that shown on the 2008 interim flood map, which does not consider projected sea level rise and does not therefore include the project site. As such, the Floodplain Management Ordinance does not apply to the project site.


However, although it is not subject to the San Francisco Floodplain Management Ordinance, the project would be designed and constructed consistent with flood-resistant building standards or, in some cases, to be capable of adapting to meet these standards when needed in the future in recognition of future flood hazards due to sea level rise. These features or strategies that have been incorporated in the project design include:


· Locating the base of the main event center entry at an elevation of 10 feet SFD (21 feet NAVD88), which would be 8.5 feet above the projected flood elevation in 2100. Access to office and retail uses from the main plaza would be provided at this elevation.


· Raising pedestrian access and outdoor areas to an elevation of 10 feet SFD (21 feet NAVD88), which would be 8.5 feet above the projected flood elevation in 2100. These areas include the Third Street Plaza, main pedestrian path around the event center, Bayfront Overlook, and Bayfront Terrace. The project would also provide access to the upper floors of the Food Hall from the elevated pedestrian path.


· Locating the base of the secondary arena entry on the southeast portion of the event center at an elevation of 26 feet SFD (37 feet NAVD88), 24.5 feet above the projected flood elevation in 2100, and making it accessible from the elevated pedestrian path or stairs from the southeast plaza.


· Providing expanded height first floors in the retail uses and lobbies in the South Street and 16th Street buildings, Food Hall, and buildings fronting Terry Francois Boulevard which would provide space to raise the floor level above the projected flood elevation.


· Eliminating building wall penetrations below an elevation of 3.5 feet SFD (15 feet NAVD88), which is two feet higher than the projected flood elevation in 2100 where feasible, to preclude inside flooding. 


· Waterproofing the below ground features to address fluctuations in groundwater levels that may result from sea level rise.


· Designing the water supply and wastewater facilities to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters as well as discharges from these systems into flood waters. 


Three components of the proposed project would be constructed below ground, and would also be below the projected flood elevation in 2100. These include the team practice courts at an elevation of -14 feet SFD (-3 feet NAVD88), the below grade parking and loading dock at an elevation of -10 feet SFD (1 foot NAVD88), and the event level (floor of the basketball court) at an elevation of - 6 feet SFD (5.3 feet NAVD88). To prevent inundation of these areas by flood waters, the garage and loading dock entries would be designed to allow future installation of floodgates and a solid curb could be constructed alongside landscaped areas to prevent flood flows from encroaching onto the site. Sand bags could also be available to provide temporary protection from future flooding. 


Mechanical systems for the event center that would be located in the below-grade parking could also be flooded by 2100. However, the project design includes providing space for emergency pumps in these areas, including the area adjacent to the mechanical systems. Further, the mechanical systems could be moved to areas of the site that are above future flood levels if necessary. 


The project features described above would be consistent with San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements specified in the San Francisco Administrative Code, Article XX, Sections 2A.280 through 2A.285 and discussed in the Setting. In addition, the stormwater bioretention areas and stormwater drain inlets located along the property perimeter would facilitate drainage of flood waters. Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the planned waterfront park to the east would also serve as a buffer for the project site against coastal flooding. 


While the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100, the project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding Therefore, impacts related to flooding would be less than significant. 


Mitigation: None required.


Comparison of Impact HY-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that portions of the Mission Bay Plan area could be subject to inundation as a result of sea level rise and included Mitigation Measures K.6a through K.6f for structures proposed below an elevation of 1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88). The mitigation required implementation of construction specifications to address effects of sea level rise that would be based on specific flood protection and engineering and building analyses by a licensed engineer where structures are proposed below an elevation of 1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88).


Elevations at the project site range from approximately -1 foot SFD (10 feet NAVD88) to +3 feet SFD (14 feet NAVD88),[footnoteRef:40] however some of the project components would extend below grade. The SFPUC inundation maps completed in 2014 have provided a more detailed assessment of areas of the project site that could be inundated due to sea level rise and indicate an area greater than previously anticipated in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, the above-described measures that are incorporated into the project design fulfill the requirements of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.6, which is no longer warranted for the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those identified in the FSEIR regarding flooding from sea level rise. [40:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.] 



_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-HY-1: See Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS)


[bookmark: _Toc300726443]_________________________


Impact C-HY-2: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP; violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality as a result of changes in wastewater and stormwater discharges to the Bay; or exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system constructed in Mission Bay, or provide a substantial source of polluted runoff. Cumulative wet weather flows would not contribute to an increase in combined sewer discharges. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to the wastewater treatment requirements of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP and contributions to CSDs could occur within the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins. Accordingly, the geographic scope of cumulative impacts related to these topics is the geographical area that drains to the reconfigured Mariposa and Central sub-basins.


Impacts related to exceeding the capacity of the stormwater system and providing additional sources of stormwater pollutants could occur within the Mission Bay South separate stormwater system. Accordingly, the geographic scope of cumulative impacts related to this topic is the geographical area that drains to the separate stormwater system.


The geographical scope for littering includes all of Lower San Francisco Bay, which is listed as an impaired water body for trash.


Dry Weather Flows to Combined Sewer System


As discussed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the SFPUC estimates that under full build out, average wastewater flows to the Mariposa sub-basin would be 1.69 mgd and peak wastewater flows would total 4.8 mgd, including flows from the proposed project.[footnoteRef:41] During dry weather (typically, May 1 to October 15), all wastewater generated in the Mariposa sub-basin would be conveyed to and treated at the SEWPCP, which currently has available dry-weather capacity of about 24.5 mgd, as described above in Section 5.9.3.1, Combined Sewer System. The average flow at full build out would be less than 7 percent of the available dry-weather capacity of the SEWPCP, and the peak daily flow would be approximately 20 percent. Therefore, during dry weather, cumulative impacts related to exceeding the wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco RWQCB would be less than significant. [41:  	Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. 2015. Combined Sewer Impact Analysis, Golden State Warriors Arena EIR. February 18.] 



Wet Weather Flow to Combined Sewer System


Existing average wastewater flows from development projects completed within the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system as of February 2015 are approximately 1.21 mgd, including 0.31 mgd of existing flows from UCSF.[footnoteRef:42] Assuming the addition of average flow from the proposed project and average flows from future developments at full build out of Mission Bay South, the average cumulative flows to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station would be 1.69 mgd. Conservatively assuming that all 1.074 mgd of the peak wastewater flows from the project site would discharge to the Mariposa sub-basin and pump station, the total combined flows would total approximately 2.6 mgd at full build out. As described in Impact HY-6, above, Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. analyzed the effect of cumulative increases in wastewater discharges on CSDs from the Mariposa sub-basin using the San Francisco DPW’s Hydrocalc planning model.[footnoteRef:43] The modeling report is included as Appendix HYD of this SEIR. Using the wastewater flows described above and standard rainfall assumptions used by the DPW, the model estimated the annual average frequency, volume and duration of CSDs that would occur once the Mariposa wet and dry-weather pump stations reach the combined capacity of 11.2 mgd. Considering average flows within the Mariposa sub-basin and project site, the model estimated that under cumulative conditions, the number of CSD events would not increase, but the volume of the CSDs would increase from 5.34 to 6.32 million gallons and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 18.2 hours. Considering peak flows from the project site, the frequency of CSDs would increase from 10 to 11, the average volume would increase from 5.34 to 7.98 million gallons, and the duration would increase from 17.2 to 21.8 hours.  [42:  	Ibid.]  [43:  	Ibid.] 



As noted in Impact HY-6, the model analyzed worst-case conditions assuming that project-related peak wastewater flows would occur concurrently with each large rainstorm. However, these conditions would not be expected to occur on a regular basis, if at all. Therefore, cumulative conditions would not likely result in exceeding long-term average of 10 CSDs allowed for the Mariposa sub-basin in the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, North Point Wet Weather Facility, and bayside wet-weather facilities. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to contributions to an increase in CSD frequency would be less than significant. 


Further, as discussed in Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems, the SFPUC will be constructing future improvements to increase the capacity of the Mariposa pump station and associated facilities, and this would increase the amount of wastewater that could be conveyed to the SEWPCP and Northpoint Wet Weather facilities for treatment, resulting in a corresponding reduction in CSD volumes from the Mariposa sub-basin (see Impacts C-UT-2 and C-UT-4).


Effluent Discharges from SEWPCP


As discussed in Impact HY-6, if the proposed office space includes biotech uses, the project could result in discharge of biohazardous and radioactive materials that, if improperly handled, could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP. The cumulative effects of wastewater discharges containing such materials could result in an exceedance of the NPDES discharge limitations of the SEWPCP, resulting in a potentially significant cumulative impact. However, the project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant) with implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2, which requires installation of wastewater sampling ports for business that discharge unusual materials to facilitate sampling. 


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity 


As discussed in Impact HY-6, the project site would be served by the existing Mission Bay South separate stormwater infrastructure and the project would conform to the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines for treatment of stormwater runoff to separate stormwater systems. Similar to the proposed project, all of the future projects that disturb greater than 5,000 square feet would be required to comply with the City’s Stormwater Design Guidelines, which require capture and treatment of stormwater discharged to separate stormwater systems. Therefore, cumulative impacts within the Mission Bay South area related to exceeding the capacity of a stormwater system, providing additional sources of polluted runoff, and water quality degradation as a result of direct stormwater discharges would be less than significant.


Litter


As discussed in Impact HY-6, the project’s water quality impacts related to littering would be less than significant through compliance with Article 6 of the San Francisco Health Code and the City ordinances addressing recycling and composting of wastes as well as the project's proposed event center site management practices (including implementation of the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy). Therefore, the project's contribution to cumulative water quality impacts related to litter would not be cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than significant).


Comparison to FSEIR Significance Determination


Dry Weather Flow to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address cumulative effects related to dry weather flows to the City’s combined sewer system. However, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay Plan would generate approximately 2.5 mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow), or 3.7 percent of the volume of wastewater treated at the SEWPCP at the time of FSEIR publication, and determined this to be a less than significant impact.


Under full build out, average wastewater flows in the Mariposa sub-basin would be 1.69 mgd, or less than 3 percent of the 60 mgd of wastewater currently treated at the SEWPCP. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially severe impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Wet Weather Flow to Combined Sewer System. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Plan’s estimated 0.2 percent contribution to the 11 percent cumulative increase in Bayside combined sewer discharge volumes would be a significant impact. The Plan’s contribution would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 requiring design and construction of sewer improvements to ensure that wastewater and stormwater flows from the Plan area to the combined sewer do not contribute to combined sewer discharges.


As described in Section 5.9.2.3 (FSEIR Mitigation Approach) above, the master developer has implemented Mitigation Scenario B that includes separating the stormwater collection system and sanitary sewer in the reconfigured Central and Mariposa sub-basins in Mission Bay South. Implementation of this mitigation approach satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.3 and is estimated to reduce total Bayside CSD volume by 33 million gallons per year, less than baseline conditions before the Mission Bay Plan was implemented.


As discussed above, under the worst case conditions analyzed, cumulative wastewater discharges to the Mariposa sub-basin could increase the volume of each CSD from the Mariposa sub-basin by about 7.98 million gallons but would not increase the long-term average frequency of CSD events from this sub-basin. While the cumulative wastewater flows would result in slightly more severe effects than analyzed in the FSEIR, this impact would be less than significant because the long-term average frequency of CSD events would not be exceeded and the system would remain in compliance with the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP, the North Point Wet Weather Facility, and bayside wet-weather facilities. Therefore, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe cumulative impacts related to CSD events than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Effluent Discharges from SEWPCP. Cumulative impacts related to exceeding the discharge limitations of the SEWPCP were not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, while the cumulative effects of wastewater discharges containing radioactive and biohazardous materials could be potentially significant, the contribution of both the project and the Mission Bay Plan would not be cumulatively considerable (less than significant) with implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially severe impacts relative to those analyzed in the FSEIR.


Direct Discharges of Stormwater Runoff and Storm Drainage Capacity. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay Plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on the quality of near-shore waters of the Bay and China Basin Channel (Mission Creek) as a result of direct stormwater discharges. However, the Plan’s contribution would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.4. The Mission Bay South storm drain infrastructure was constructed in accordance with Mitigation Scenario B described in the Mission Bay FSEIR Summary of Comments and Responses and conforms to the requirements of this mitigation measure. The proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR regarding this topic.


Litter. Cumulative impacts related to littering were not considered in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Regardless, the proposed project would not result in any new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more severe cumulative impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-HY-3: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a significant impact related to exposing people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding. (Less than Significant)


As described in Section 5.9.3.2, Flooding, the City’s Bay shoreline will be subject to an increased risk of flooding in the future due to sea level rise. Accordingly, the geographic scope for impacts related to flood risk includes those areas in the project vicinity that could be subject to flooding by 2100. Past, present, and foreseeable future development in such areas could expose people or structures to a cumulatively significant risk of loss, injury or death due to flooding. However, as described above, the proposed project would be designed and constructed in accordance with flood resistant building standards and could feasibly be adapted as necessary to respond to future flood hazards. Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to future flood hazard risks due to sea level rise would not be cumulatively considerable (i.e., less than significant).


Comparison to FSEIR Significance Determination 


Cumulative impacts related to future flooding were not considered in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Regardless, the proposed project would not result in any new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more severe cumulative impacts on future flooding relative to those analyzed in the FSEIR.
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6.1 Growth-Inducing Impacts


Section 15126.2(d) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that an environmental impact report (EIR) discuss “the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population growth…. It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.”


As discussed in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS), Section 3, Population and Housing, the project would not directly provide new housing or directly increase San Francisco’s population. The project would generate about 3,578 new jobs. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) forecasts that San Francisco’s population will increase by about 238,700 people between 2015 and 2040 and that the City will gain about 142,080 new jobs over this period.[footnoteRef:2] New jobs at Mission Bay Blocks 29–32 would represent about 2.5 percent of citywide job growth. In addition, as stated in Appendix NOP-IS, the new jobs would represent about 0.7 percent of San Francisco’s current labor force and 0.2 percent of the labor force in the five-county region. Thus, while development of the project would represent growth, the generation of new jobs would not encourage substantial new growth that is not currently projected for San Francisco. [2:  	Association of Bay Area Governments, Bay Area Plan Projections 2013, December 2013.] 



The proposed development of Mission Bay Blocks 29–32 would be located within the Mission Bay Priority Development Area (PDA), one of 10 designated PDAs in San Francisco. PDAs are locally identified areas located near transit and having infill development opportunities; they are part of a regional planning initiative led by the ABAG and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). The initiative links land use and transportation planning and promotes a connected and more compact land use pattern. Under the initiative, future growth in the region would be focused in the community-identified PDAs. Growth proposed at the project site would be consistent with the City’s identification of Mission Bay as an area of San Francisco where future growth will be focused.


PDAs are also important components of “Plan Bay Area,” which is the regional planning effort undertaken in response to the Sustainable Communities Strategy (Senate Bill 375), a state law passed in 2008. ABAG and MTC, the agencies leading the Bay Area’s regional planning for the Sustainable Communities Strategy, released the final version of Plan Bay Area in December 2013. The plan focuses much of the region’s projected growth within the PDAs. San Francisco elected officials and agency staff have participated in the Sustainable Communities Strategy development process since its inception, and in 2012 the San Francisco Planning Department updated the City’s long-range land use allocation based on ABAG’s forecast for the Sustainable Communities Strategy. 


Based on this analysis, the project would not have a substantial growth-inducing impact, and no mitigation is required.


6.2 Significant and Unavoidable Impacts


In accordance with CEQA Section 21067 and Sections 15126(b) and 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of this section is to identify impacts that could not be eliminated or reduced to less-than-significant levels by mitigation measures included as part of the project, or by other mitigation measures that could be implemented, as identified in Chapter 5, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. These findings are subject to final determination by the OCII Commission as part of the CEQA findings for the SEIR. If necessary, this chapter will be revised in the Final SEIR to reflect the findings of the Commission.


As described in Chapter 5, the impacts listed below would be considered significant and unavoidable, even with implementation of feasible mitigation measures. With the exception of the impacts listed below, all other project impacts would either be less than significant or reduced to less-than significant levels by implementation of the identified mitigation measures.


Transportation and Circulation


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project area that would operate at Level of Service (LOS) E or F, under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan.


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the project area intersections that would operate at LOS E or F, under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan.


1. The project would result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity, under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan.


1. The project would result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity, under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Noise and Vibration


1. Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity, due to increased roadway noise levels from increased traffic in the project area and due to crowd noise following events affecting nearby sensitive receptors, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the FSEIR.


1. Operation of the proposed project, when considered with other cumulative development, would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity due to increased roadway noise levels from cumulative increases in traffic in the project area. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Air Quality


1. Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the FSEIR. 


1. During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the FSEIR.


1. The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the FSEIR. 


Wind


1. The proposed project structures would alter wind in a manner that would substantially increase the number of wind hazard hours at off-site public areas. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Utilities


1. The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would require the construction of a new or upgraded wastewater pump station, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


1. The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future developments in the Mission Bay South area, would result in the determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's projected wastewater demand in addition to the SFPUC's existing commitments. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR


6.3 Effects Found Not to Be Significant


The NOP distributed for the proposed project included an Initial Study that analyzed resource topics that were determined either not to apply to the proposed project or to have no impact, a less-than-significant impact, or a less-than-significant impact with mitigation. These topics, listed below, are not analyzed in this SEIR: 


· Land Use and Land Use Planning—The project would not physically divide an established community; conflict with land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; or have impacts on the existing character of the vicinity.


· Population and Housing— The project would not induce substantial population growth; displace a substantial amount of existing housing or create demand for additional housing; or displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating replacement housing elsewhere.


· Cultural and Paleontological Resources— The project would not cause an adverse change to historic architectural resources or archaeological resources; destruction of paleontological resources; or disturbance of remains. 


· Noise— The project would not expose people to excessive noise levels in airport or airstrip areas; or be substantially affected by existing noise levels.


· Air Quality— The project would not create objectionable odors.


· Recreation— The project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated; include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment; physically degrade existing recreational resources.


· Utilities and Service Systems— The project would not require the construction of new water facilities; affect the availability of water supply; exceed landfill capacity; or fail to comply with solid waste regulations.


· Public Services— The project would not create impacts associated with the need for new or altered schools, parks, or other services.


· Biological Resources— The project would not cause effects on special-status species, riparian habitat, wetlands, migratory wildlife corridors or sites, or conflict with plans or policies protecting resources, including habitat conservation plans.


· Geology and Soils— The project would not expose people or structures to geologic hazards; cause soil erosion or loss of topsoil; be affected by the presence of unstable soils or geologic units; be affected by the presence of expansive soils or soils incapable of adequately supporting wastewater disposal systems; or cause a substantial change of topography.


· Hydrology and Water Quality— The project would not deplete groundwater supplies; alter drainage patterns, resulting in erosion; place housing and/or structures within a 100-year flood zone; expose people and structures to hazards associated with flooding, failure of a levee or dam, seiche, tsunami, or mudflow; or cause construction-related water quality impacts.


· Hazards and Hazardous Materials— The project would not cause risk of upset and accident conditions involving release of hazardous materials; emit hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of a school; be located on a site listed on a hazardous materials database; be located on airport or air strip land use areas; impair implementation of emergency response or evacuation plan; expose people or structures to fire risk; or create construction-related hazards and hazardous materials impacts.


· Mineral and Energy Resources— The project would not cause the loss of known valuable mineral resources of the state or locally important resources; encourage activities that result in wasteful use of energy resources.


· Agriculture and Forest Resources— The project would not convert resources identified by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program to nonagricultural use; conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or Williamson Act contract; or involve changes that could result in Farmland of Statewide Importance to nonagricultural use.


Other topics determined to result in less-than-significant impacts or less-than-significant impact with mitigation, in Chapter 5 of this SEIR include the following:


· Transportation and Circulation— The project would not cause substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or pedestrian accessibility under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan; cause hazardous conditions for bicyclists or bicycle accessibility under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan; result in a loading demand that would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan; cause significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under conditions without or with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan; and would not cause hazardous air traffic safety conditions. 


· Noise and Vibration—The project would not cause a substantial increase in ambient noise levels during construction, including under cumulative conditions; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of established standards during construction or operation; expose people and structures to or generate excessive groundborne vibration levels; or be substantially affected by noise from future operations at the helipad at the adjacent UCSF hospital. 


· Air Quality—The project would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter but would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations; and would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2010 Clean Air Plan.


· Greenhouse Gas Emissions—The project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with plans or policies adopted for the purpose of reducing emissions of greenhouse gases.


· Shadow—The project would not create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. 


· Utilities and Service Systems--The project would not require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.


· Public Services—The project would not create impacts associated with the need for new or altered fire protection, emergency medical services, or law enforcement facilities during construction or operation, either directly or cumulatively.


· Hydrology and Water Quality—The project would not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the NPDES permit for the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plan; violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; otherwise substantially degrade water quality as a result of changes in discharges to the Bay; exceed the capacity of the separate stormwater system; provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding due to sea level rise.


6.4 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources


In accordance with Section 21100(b)(2)(B) of CEQA, and Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must identify any significant irreversible environmental changes that could result from implementation of the proposed project. This may include current or future uses of non-renewable resources, and secondary or growth-inducing impacts that commit future uses of non-renewable resources, and secondary or growth-inducing impacts that commit future generations to similar uses. According to the CEQA Guidelines, irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified.


In general, such irreversible commitments include resources such as energy consumed and construction materials used in construction of a proposed project, as well as the energy and natural resources (notably water) that would be required to sustain a project and its inhabitants or occupants over the usable life of the project. 


The project would use fossil fuel during demolition of existing parking lots where new buildings would be located, and during construction of the proposed new buildings. Construction would also require the commitment of construction materials, such as steel, aluminum, and other metals, concrete, masonry, lumber, sand and gravel, and other such materials, as well as water. The proposed project would commit future generations to an irreversible commitment of energy, primarily in the form of fossil fuels for heating and cooling of buildings, for automobile and truck fuel, and for energy production. The project would require an ongoing commitment of potable water for building occupants and landscaping. Because all development would comply with California Code of Regulations Title 24 and the City’s Green Building Ordinance and the project would to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED©) Gold standards, this development would be expected to use less energy and water over the lifetime of the proposed buildings than comparable structures not built to these same standards. 


6.5 Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved


On November 11, 2014, the Office of Community Infrastructure and Investment issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). Individuals, groups, and agencies that received these notices included owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site and other potentially interested parties, including various regional, state, and local agencies. A scoping meeting was held on December 9, 2014, to solicit comments on the scope of the SEIR. The NOP and Initial Study are included in Appendix NOP-IS of this document.


Based on the number of comments received on each of the topics listed, controversial issues for the proposed project, as expressed by community members, are the following:


· Why the project is analyzed under a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report;


· Which City ordinances, regulations, and approval requirements are superseded or otherwise different in the Mission Bay area;


· Aesthetic effects of the proposed development, including views through the project site, light and glare effects from construction, building lighting, and outdoor events;


· The approach to the transportation impact analysis, reasons for the assumptions incorporated (specifically into mode share), times of day and week studied, and cumulative projects considered;


· Impacts on transportation and circulation (including highways, arterial streets, local streets, pinch points, transit stations and service, and emergency response), as well as mitigation measures—specifically a Transportation Management Plan—that would reduce such impacts; 


· Provision of sufficient bicycle and pedestrian circulation facilities and impacts to bicyclists and pedestrians;


· Parking supply and demand under both existing conditions and with the project;


· Financing, monitoring, and responsibility for implementation of mitigation measures;


· Noise from construction, outdoor events, crowds, operational traffic and generators;


· Impact from exposure to air pollutants during construction and operation;


· Effects on nearby infrastructure and facilities, including the Mariposa pump station and Bayfront Park;


· Security and crowd management, provision of public restrooms, provision of trash receptacles, littering, vermin, graffiti, and public intoxication;


· Economic effects of the project on the surrounding neighborhood and City; and


· Cumulative impacts of development of the project combined with development of other projects, and development under other plans, in the vicinity.


· Is there anything we want to add to recognize the concerns raised by the Alliance?  Generally their concerns are covered – guess if the site would be better used for another use would be the only other additional – discuss at the all-day meeting.
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Compliance Checklist Table for
Greenhouse Gas Analysis:


Table 1.  Private Development Projects


A.   GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION:



Date:
XXXXX XX, 2015




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


Case Number, Planning Department: 2014.1441E


Case Number, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure: ER 2014-919-97


Project Address and Block/Lot: Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32;




Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Standard to be Met (Select one)
: LEED® Gold 


Compliance Checklist Prepared By:  Orion Environmental Associates 



Date:  XXXXX XX , 2015


Brief Project Description: GSW Arena LLC, an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC that owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses on an approximately 11-acre site on Blocks 29-32 of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area of San Francisco. The rectangular-shaped project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The proposed event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season and would provide a year-round venue for a range of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences, and conventions. The mixed-use development would support office and retail uses, open space, and structured parking.


B.   COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST TABLE:



Table 1. Regulations Applicable to Private Development Projects



			Regulation


			Requirements


			Project Consistency


			Remarks





			Transportation Sector





			Commuter Benefits Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Section 427)


			All employers of 20 or more employees nationwide must provide at least one of the following benefit programs:



(1) A Pre-Tax Election consistent with 26 U.S.C. § 132(f), allowing employees to elect to exclude from taxable wages and compensation, employee commuting costs incurred for transit passes or vanpool charges, or 



(2) Employer Paid Benefit whereby the employer supplies a transit or vanpool subsidy for each Covered Employee. The subsidy must be at least equal in value to the current cost of the Muni Fast Pass including BART travel, or 



(3) Employer Provided Transportation furnished by the employer at no cost to the employee in a vanpool or bus, or similar multi-passenger vehicle operated by or for the employer. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with the Commuter Benefits Ordinance because all employers within the event center and mixed use development with 20 or more employees would participate in at least one of the benefit programs as required under this ordinance. 


The Golden State Warriors would have approximately 255 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees. There would be an additional 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees on game days or an additional 675 to 1,000 day-of-event employees during other events. Retail and office uses are estimated to generate an additional 2,479 FTE non-Warriors employees, and individual employers with 20 or more employees would be required to comply with this ordinance.











			Emergency Ride Home Program


			All San Francisco companies are eligible to register for the Emergency Ride Home program. Employers must register annually. Once registered, all San Francisco employees of the company are eligible to request reimbursement.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would comply with the Emergency Ride Home Program because the project sponsor would enroll in the program and provide the City-prepared flier or program brochure describing the program to all employees. The project sponsor would also encourage tenants to enroll and would provide the same information to all tenants.











			Transportation Management Programs (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 163)


			Requires new buildings or additions over a specified size (buildings >25,000 sf or 100,000 sf depending on the use and zoning district) within certain zoning districts (including downtown and mixed-use districts in the City’s eastern neighborhoods and south of market) to implement a Transportation Management Program and provide on-site transportation management brokerage services for the life of the building. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes. As part of the plan, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency would also prepare a Transit Service Plan to provide for Muni transit services and facilities to accommodate that anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. In addition, the project would comply with the Mission Bay Transportation Management Plan requirements.





			Transit Impact Development Fee (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 411)






			Establishes fees for all commercial developments. Fees are paid to DBI and provided to SFMTA to improve local transit services. 





			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because _______________


GSW response forthcoming. 


The project will comply





			Jobs-Housing Linkage Program (San Francisco Planning Code Section 413)


			The Jobs-Housing Program found that new large scale developments attract new employees to the City who require housing. The program is designed to provide housing for those new uses within San Francisco, thereby allowing employees to live close to their place of employment. 


The program requires a developer to pay a fee or contribute land suitable for housing to a housing developer or pay an in-lieu fee.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project is located within and is consistent with the overall approved Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. This plan has identified land uses on a block-by-block basis that provides housing in proximity to commercial/industrial uses. With respect to this specific project, residential uses are designated less than 1/4 -mile north of the project site.





			Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 4, Section 402)


			The San Francisco Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance requires commercial property owners to:



(A) Allow tenants to bring their bicycles to their leased space, or



(B) Provide secure bicycle parking on-site, or



(C) Provide off-site bike parking access for tenants


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			This regulation does not apply because no existing buildings would be used or modified under the proposed project. The project consists only of construction of new buildings. 





			Bicycle Parking, Showers, and Lockers in New and Expanded Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.1-155.4)


			Requires bicycle facilities for new and expanded buildings, new dwelling units, change of occupancy, increase of use intensity, and added parking capacity/area. Refer to Section 155.2 and 155.3 for requirements by use. 


Non-residential projects that add 10 or more parking spaces: meet Planning Code section 155 or CalGreen Building Code Section 5.106.4 (provide short and long-term (secure) bicycle parking for at least 5% of motorized vehicle capacity), whichever is stricter.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project design for the event center and mixed use development would provide for a total of 586 bicycle parking spaces, including 111 Class 1 spaces within the office/retail buildings, 300 Class 2 spaces (which would be valet staffed on event days to make them Class 1 spaces), 100 Class 1 spaces in a temporary corral, and 75 Class 2 spaces for the office/retail buildings. In addition, the event center and the office/retail buildings would include showers and locker facilities. 


Based on the project's design of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, the CALGreen requirement calls for 5% of new off-street parking, or 48 bicycle spaces. Similarly, Planning Code Section 155 requires 1 bicycle space for every 20 new vehicle parking space or 48 bicycles spaces. The project would exceed these requirements.




















			Bicycle parking in non-accessory parking garages (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			No Class 1 spaces required. One Class 2 space for every 20 auto spaces, except in no case less than six Class 2 spaces. Where parking capacity is increased by 10 or more spaces, CalGreen Building Code Section 5.106.4 applies. 






			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project design for the event center and mixed use development includes 586 bicycle parking spaces (including 375 Class 2 spaces) compared to 950 vehicle parking spaces, exceeding these requirements.






 





			Bicycle parking in Residential Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			(A) For projects up to 50 dwelling units, one Class 1 space for every 2 dwelling units.



(B) For projects over 50 dwelling units, 25 Class 1 spaces plus one Class 1 space for every 4 dwelling units over 50.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			Fuel Efficient Vehicle and Carpool Parking (San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.10 and CalGreen Section 5.106.5) 






			Requires New Large Commercial projects, New High-rise Residential projects and Commercial Interior projects to provide designated parking for low-emitting, fuel efficient, and carpool/van pool vehicles.  For projects with a parking capacity of more than 200 spaces, mark 8% of parking stalls for such vehicles.






			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project design for the event center and mixed use development includes a total of 21 fuel efficient vehicle (FEV)  parking spaces, 30 VCS spaces, and 51 spaces for carpool vehicles. In the event that 30 VCS parking spaces are not feasible, the project would have 51 FEV and 51 carpool spaces. This represents 10.6% percent of the 950 total parking. exceeding the 8% requirement.












			Car Sharing Requirements (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 166)


			New residential projects or renovation of buildings being converted to residential uses within most of the City’s mixed-use and transit-oriented residential districts are required to provide car share parking spaces.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			Energy Efficiency Sector





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Energy Efficiency (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.201.1,  5.201.1.1)






			· Demonstrate compliance with California Energy Code (Title 24 Part 6 Energy Standards (2013)).






			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with the energy efficiency requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code and California Energy Code. The proposed development would be designed to LEED® Gold standards and would incorporate a variety of energy conservation and efficiency design features, such as high efficiency mechanical systems and lighting design, in order to comply with code requirements.








			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (LEED EA3, San Francisco Green Building Code 5.103.1.4, CalGreen 5.410.2 and 5.410.4)






			New non-residential buildings and alterations to non-residential buildings must conduct design and construction commissioning to verify energy and water using components meet the owner’s or owner representative’s project requirements. Commissioning requirements apply to all building operating systems covered by Title 24 Part 6, as well as process equipment and controls, and renewable energy systems.  



· New non-residential projects ≥25,000 sq ft: complete Enhanced Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (meeting LEED EAc3 – San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.4 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.)



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations <25,000 square feet and ≥10,000 square feet: commission all energy systems (CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410) 



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations less than 10,000 square feet, must complete testing and adjusting of energy systems. (CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.4)



· New residential high rise, new commercial interior, and Major Alterations to Residential buildings must each commission building energy systems, meeting the LEED prerequisite EAp1.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project would have a commissioning team performing the Cx requirements per the Enhanced Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (meeting LEED EAc3 – San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.4 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.).








			San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance (Public Works Code Article 4.2, Section 147)






			All projects disturbing more than 5,000 square feet of ground surface must manage stormwater on-site using low impact design. Comply with the Stormwater Management Ordinance, including SFPUC Stormwater Design Guidelines. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because it would comply with the post-construction requirements of the Stormwater Management Ordinance, including the Stormwater Design Guidelines, which would be a condition of obtaining a building permit. Stormwater management features of the project include typical LID practices, such as filtration basins, rain gardens, and extensive green roofs, as well as unique and innovative systems, such as a filtration ring installed on the arena itself.  4% of the hardscape and impermeable surfaces of the site, including typical roofs, is treated in SFPUC regulation filtration basins.  In addition, approximately 50,000 SF of self-treating green roofs are included.








			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for water use reduction (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.103.2.2 and 5.103.1.2; and CalGreen 4.303.1 and 5.303.2)


			All new buildings must comply with current California water fixture and fitting efficiency requirements. All fixtures and fittings within areas of alteration, or serving areas of alteration, must be upgraded to current California and San Francisco fixture and fitting water efficiency requirements. (For local requirements applicable to alterations, see Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance and Residential Water Conservation Ordinance below.) Additionally:  



· New large commercial and high-rise residential projects: incorporate fixtures and fittings cutting water consumption by a total of 30% (LEED WEc3)


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because it would comply with the water efficiency requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code as a condition of obtaining a building permit. Proposed water fixture and fittings would reduce water consumption by a minimum of 35%.  The project would utilize auto-sensor restroom lavatories, pint flush (0.125 gpf) urinals, 1.28 gpf water closets, 1.5 gpm break room sinks, and 1.5 gpm showerheads.








			Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code, Chapter 13A)


			Requires all alterations to existing commercial properties to achieve the following:



1. If  showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm.



2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve.



3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4. If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet.



5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit.



6. Repair all water leaks.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable 


			This requirement does not apply to the project because the project consists of new construction of commercial properties and does not include the improvement of any existing commercial properties.





			Residential Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Housing Code, Chapter 12A)






			Requires all residential properties (existing and new), prior to sale, to upgrade to the following minimum standards:



1. If  showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm.



2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve.



3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Residential lavatory: ≤1.5 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4. If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet.



5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit.



6. Repair all water leaks. 


Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued. 


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable 


			This requirement does not apply to the project because the project does not include any residential uses.





			San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance (San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 63)






			Projects that include 1,000 square feet (sf) or more of new or modified landscape are subject to this ordinance, which requires that landscape projects be installed, constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with rules adopted by the SFPUC that establish a water budget for outdoor water consumption.



Tier 1:  1,000 sf <= project landscape < 2,500 sf



Tier 2: Project landscape area is greater than or equal to 2,500 sf.  Note; Tier 2 compliance requires the services of landscape professionals.



See the SFPUC Web site for information regarding exemptions to this requirement.


www.sfwater.org/landscape


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project would comply with San Francisco’s Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance as a condition of obtaining a building permit. Proposed water efficiency features for landscaped areas include low-water use planting selections, including extensive use of sedum and allium based green roof materials, as well as designing the soil mix to have a high available water holding capacity to mitigate waste.








			Residential Energy Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Housing Code, Chapter 12)


			Prior to transfer of title as a result of sale (including condominiums), residential properties that received a building permit prior to July 1978 the seller must provide the buyer a certificate of compliance, and the certificate must be recorded with the San Francisco Recorder’s Office. To comply, install the following measures as applicable: 



· attic insulation; weather-stripping all doors leading from heated to unheated areas; insulating hot water heaters and insulating hot water pipes; installing low-flow showerheads; caulking and sealing any openings or cracks in the building’s exterior; and insulating accessible heating and cooling ducts.. Apartment buildings and hotels are also required to insulate steam and hot water pipes and tanks, clean and tune their boilers, repair boiler leaks, and install a time-clock on the burner. 



· Maximum required expenditure: $1300 for 1-2 unit dwellings, and for buildings with 3 or more units, 1% of the assessed value or purchase price as applicable.


Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable 


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			San Francisco Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 20)


			Owners of nonresidential buildings in San Francisco with ≥10,000 square feet that are heated or cooled must conduct energy efficiency audits, as well as to annually measure and disclose energy performance.  Certain exceptions apply for new construction or if specified performance criteria are met.





			☐     Yes



☐    No


   Not Applicable 





			





This requirement does not apply to the project because the project includes only new construction and no existing commercial buildings would be retained onsite. 












			Renewable Energy 





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Renewable Energy (San Francisco Green Building Code 5.103.1.5)






			New commercial buildings of  ≥25,000 square feet must either generate 1% of energy on-site with renewables (EAc2), or purchase renewable energy credits equal to 35% of total electricity use for at least 2 years (LEED EAc6), or achieve at least a 10% compliance margin beyond Title 24 2013. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because it would purchase Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs) equal to 70% of total electricity use for at least 2 years for those buildings ≥ 25,000 square feet.








			Waste Reduction Sector





			Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 19 and CalGreen 5.410.1)


			All persons in San Francisco are required to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables and trash, and place each type of refuse in a separate container designated for disposal of that type of refuse.  (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19)



All new construction, renovation and alterations must provide for the storage, collection, and loading of recyclables, compost and solid waste in a manner that is convenient for all users of the building. (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.1)


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project sponsor and its tenants would implement the requirements of San Francisco’s Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance and CalGreen Building Code for recycling. The project design would include the following features: Paper, glass, corrugated cardboard, plastic, and metals would be collected on site for recycling.  Recycling bins and composting containers would be conveniently located throughout the buildings.  They would then be collected and stored near the loading dock for hauling from the site.








			San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 14, San Francisco Building Code Chapter 13B, and San Francisco Health Code Section 288)


			Applies to all projects: No construction and demolition material may be taken to landfill or placed in the garbage. All (100% of) mixed debris must be transported by a registered hauler to a registered facility to be processed for recycling. Source separated material must be taken to a facility that recycles or reuses those materials.  



Additionally, projects that include full demolition of an existing structure must submit a waste diversion plan to the Director of the Department Environment and the plan must provide for a minimum of 65% diversion from landfill of construction and demolition debris, including materials source separated for reuse or recycling.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with these requirements because as part of the construction specifications, the project sponsor would require its contractors to comply with and implement San Francisco’s requirements for recycling of construction debris. 






 





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Construction and demolition debris recycling  (5.103.1.3 and 4.103.2.3)


			In addition to complying with Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, new commercial buildings of ≥25,000 square feet and new residential buildings of 4 or more occupied floors must develop a plan to divert a minimum of 75% of construction and demolition debris from landfill, and meet LEED Materials & Resources Credit 2. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with these requirements because as part of the construction specifications, the project sponsor would require its contractors to comply with and implement San Francisco’s mandatory requirements for diverting at least 75% of all wastes from landfills.











			Environment/Conservation Sector





			Street Tree Planting Requirements for New Construction (San Francisco Planning Code Section 138.1)


			Planning Code Section 138.1 requires new construction, significant alterations or relocation of buildings within many of San Francisco’s zoning districts to plant one 24-inch box tree for every 20 feet along the property street frontage.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with these requirements because the project's landscaping design incorporates the requirements of the South Plan Area Streetscape Master. The project would include planting of 79 street trees along Third Street, 16th Street, and future alignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, approximately every 25 feet where possible.  









			Light Pollution Reduction (CalGreen 5.106.8)


			For nonresidential projects, comply with lighting power requirements in CA Energy Code, CCR Part 6. Meet California Energy Code minimum for Lighting Zones 1-4 with Backlight/Uplight/Glare ratings meeting CalGreen Building Code Table 5.106.8.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement project because the project design complies with and implements the light pollution reduction requirements of the CalGreen Building Standards Code, which would be a condition of obtaining a building permit. Light pollution reduction features included in the project design include exterior lighting fixture selections that will have minimum BUG ratings as allowed by required illuminance levels.








			Construction Site Runoff Control (Public Works Code Article 4.2, Section 146)






			San Francisco’s Construction Site Runoff Control requirements apply to any project disturbing ≥5,000 square feet of ground surface. Covered projects must obtain a Construction Site Runoff Control Permit. Applicants must submit and receive approval of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan prior to commencing any construction-related activities. The plan must be site-specific, and provide details of the use, location, and emplacement of the sediment and erosion control devices at the project site. For projects that involve disturbance of more than one acre of land and are located in an area served by a separate storm sewer system, applicants may submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that complies with the State of California's General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity in lieu of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. 



All construction sites, regardless of size, must implement BMPs to prevent illicit discharge into the sewer system. For more information on San Francisco’s requirements, see www.sfwater.org.






			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because as part of the construction specifications, the contractors would be required to obtain and comply with the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. The project is located in an area served by a separate storm sewer system and as such, the project sponsor or its contractors would prepare and  submit a site-specific SWPPP for all construction activities. During construction, the contractors would implement best management practices (BMPs) and comply with the conditions of the approved SWPPP.






 





			Enhanced Refrigerant Management (CalGreen 5.508.1.2, and 5.508.2)


			Commercial buildings must not install equipment that contains chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) or halons. Applies to new construction and all alterations.



New commercial refrigeration systems containing refrigerants with Global Warming Potential (GWP) of 150 or greater, installed in food stores with 8,000 square feet or more of refrigerated display cases, walk-in coolers or freezers connected to remote compressor units or condensing units: Piping shall meet all requirements of 5.508.2 (all sections), and shall undergo pressure testing during installation prior to evacuation and charging. System shall stand unaltered for 24 hours with no more than a one pound pressure change from 300 psig.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project sponsor and its tenants (including the proposed food hall) would implement and comply with the CalGreen Building Code requirements for enhanced refrigerant management.











			Finish Material Pollutant Control: Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 5.504.4 – all sections.)






			These requirements apply to nonresidential projects:



Adhesives, sealants, and caulks - Comply with VOC limits in SCAQMD Rule 1168 VOC limits and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol adhesives.



Paints and coatings - Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints.



Carpet - All carpet must meet one of the following:



1. Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label Plus Program,



2. California Department of Public Health Standard Practice for the testing of VOCs (Specification 01350),



3. NSF/ANSI 140 at the Gold level,



4. Scientific Certifications Systems Sustainable Choice, OR



5. California Collaborative for High Performance Schools EQ 2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database 



and carpet cushion must meet Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label, and indoor carpet adhesive & carpet pad adhesive must not exceed 50 g/L VOC content.



Composite wood - Meet CARB Air Toxics Control Measure for Composite Wood, including meeting the emission limits in CalGreen Building Code Table 5.504.4.5. 



Resilient flooring systems - For 80% of floor area receiving resilient flooring, install resilient flooring complying with:



1. Certified under the Resilient Floor Covering Institute (RFCI) FloorScore program,



2. Compliant with the VOC-emission limits and testing requirements of California Department of Public Health 2010 Standard Method for the Testing and Evaluation Chambers v.1.1,



3. Compliant with the Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CHPS) EQ2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database, OR



4. Certified under the Greenguard Children & Schools Program to comply with California Department of Public Health criteria.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would comply with these requirements because the project sponsor and its tenants would require that contractors implement and comply with the Finish Material Pollutant Control Requirements of the CalGreen Building Code, which would be a condition for obtaining a building permit. 












			Pollutant Control: Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 4.504 - all sections.)






			These requirements apply to residential projects:



Interior paints and coatings: Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints. See CalGreen Table 4.504.3 for details.


Aerosol paints and coatings - Meet BAAQMD VOC limits (Regulation 8, Rule 49) and Product-Weighted MIR Limits for Reactive Organic Compound. (CCR Title 17, Section 94520)



Caulks, Construction adhesives, and Sealants - Meet SCAQMD Rule 1168. See CalGreen Tables 4.504.1 and 4.504.2



Composite Wood - Meet California Air Resources Board Airborne Toxic Control Measure formaldehyde limits for composite wood. See CalGreen Building Code Table 4.504.5


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			Wood Burning Fireplace Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code 3111.3; CalGreen 4.503.1 and 5.503.1)


			Wood burning fire places must be a direct-vent or sealed combustion unit and must be compliant with EPA Phase II limits (except those that are designed for food preparation in new or existing restaurants or bakeries) . The combustion unit must be at least one of the following:



· Pellet-fueled wood heater



· EPA approved wood heater



· Wood heater approved by the Northern Sonoma Air Pollution Control District






			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because if the project were to include wood burning fireplaces, the project design would implement and comply with the San Francisco Building Code and CalGreen Building Code requirements for use of wood burning fireplaces.





 





			Regulation of Diesel Backup Generators (San Francisco Health Code, Article 30)


			Requires (among other things):



· All diesel generators to be registered with the Department of Public Health


· All new diesel generators must be equipped with the best available control technologies as determined by the California Air Resources Board or the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project sponsor would implement and comply with, and would require its tenants to implement and comply with, the requirements of Article 30 of the San Francisco Health Code addressing the use of diesel back up generators. 





 








� Refers to the standard to be met per the San Francisco Green Building Code. See � HYPERLINK "http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins" �http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins� for latest “AB-093” to determine which standard your project is required to meet, if applicable.
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Beth Goldstein; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: FW: call Paul Franke at UCSF
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 2:12:53 PM


Hi Joyce,
Communications with UCSF (and other stakeholders) should be through OEWD, OCII, and/or
Planning. One of us will return the call.
Thanks,
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 2:01 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Beth Goldstein
Subject: Fwd: FW: call Paul Franke at UCSF
 
Hi Chris,
Beth Goldstein at Hydroconsult Engineers received a call from someone at UCSF regarding the
Warriors EIR.  See name and phone number below.  How should Beth proceed?


Thanks,
Joyce
 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:FW: call Paul Franke at UCSF


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 14:47:43 -0500 (CDT)
From:Beth Goldstein <bgoldstein@hydroce.com>


To:joyce@orionenvironment.com
CC:Mary McDonald <marym@hydroce.com>



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=DE60665E3EBB43CF95F7AEC0F6E03AA8-CHRIS KERN

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:bgoldstein@hydroce.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:bgoldstein@hydroce.com
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Ummm, this seems odd—how should I proceed??
 


From: Erin McLachlan [mailto:erinmsmail@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 4:00 PM
To: 'Beth Goldstein'
Subject: call Paul Franke at UCSF
 
Commentor on the Warriors EIR.  415-514-9209
 
 



mailto:erinmsmail@gmail.com






From: Clarke Miller
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy


(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 1:26:50 PM


Team,
 
Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to
the vara variant site plans in three formats:
 


1.        CEQA Variant Site Plan – no labels
2.        CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels – only heights/descriptions are labeled
3.        CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels – these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site


plan we’re submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.
 
Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously – base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I’m told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the
existing condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the
base project with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a
recommendation?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris and team,
 
Our wind consultants have indicated they’ll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will
cover the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies,
etc.) and a separate table for the Vara Variant. I’ll forward them as soon as we get them.
 
We’ll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I’ll forward once I have it.
 
Please let us know if there’s any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
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To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
 
Chris,
 
Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I’ll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.
 
The site plan is underway and shouldn’t be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High
 
Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As
of now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for
review by Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.
 
Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: EIR Sections
Date: Sunday, May 10, 2015 9:51:39 PM
Attachments: 1_ Summary_GSW MB ADSEIR2CR_redline.doc


1_ Summary_GSW MB ADSEIR2CR.doc
2_Introduction_ GSW MB ADSEIR2CR.docx
3_Project Description_GSW MB ADSEIR2CR.docx
5-03_Noise_GSW MB ADSEIR2CR.docx


Here are some minor changes to the first few sections of the EIR.


I need to check to see if we still want to use the new OCII logo for the cover and cover
page, or go back to the old one.


No changes to the Part 4, TOC and Acronyms.


Looking good!



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


1. Summary





Summary



1.1 Project Description


GSW Arena LLC (GSW), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC, which owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site on Blocks 29-32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. See Figure 1-1 for an aerial photograph of the project site within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. 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. Francois Boulevard on the east. The proposed event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions.


Background



The San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), as lead agency responsible for administering the environmental review for private projects in the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco, has determined that an environmental impact report (EIR) is required for the proposed project in compliance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This EIR is a public information document for use by governmental agencies and the public to identify and evaluate potential environmental impacts of the proposed project, to recommend mitigation measures to lessen or eliminate significant adverse impacts, and to examine feasible alternatives to the project. The information contained in the EIR must be reviewed and considered by the OCII and by any responsible agencies (as defined in CEQA) prior to a decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed project.


This document is a Subsequent EIR (SEIR), tiered from the certified Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR),
 which provided programmatic environmental review of the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan (consisting of the Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan). The Mission Bay FSEIR evaluated the potential environmental effects of the overall development of the approximately 300-acre Mission Bay plan area (see Figure 1-2 for an illustration of land uses in the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is a subsequent activity allowed under and consistent with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. This SEIR provides detailed, project-level environmental review of the proposed Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Blocks 29-32, within the context of the certified Mission Bay FSEIR.


On November 19, 2014, OCII issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to notify and inform agencies and interested parties about the proposed project and to initiate the CEQA environmental review process for the project. The NOP included an Initial Study, which described and analyzed environmental resource areas that would not be significantly affected by the proposed project. This SEIR addresses the remaining environmental resources areas upon which the proposed project could result in significant, physical environmental impacts. The NOP and Initial Study are included in Appendix NOP-IS of this SEIR. 



Project Objectives



The Golden State Warriors currently play their home games at Oracle Arena, located at 7000 Coliseum Way in Oakland, California and lease their management offices and practice facility at the Oakland Convention Center at 1011 Broadway in downtown Oakland. The proposed project would consolidate these facilities in one location. Oracle Arena, built in 1966 and remodeled in 1996, is the oldest facility still in use by the NBA. 



The project sponsor's objectives for the proposed Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Blocks 29-32 are to:


· Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment and convention purposes for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000-18,500, and expands opportunities for the City’s tourist, hotel and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.



· Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.



· Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.



· Optimize public transit, pedestrian and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles, and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.



· Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.



· Develop a project that creates a visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center in not in use, and enhances the project’s overall feasibility.



· Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of a world class 3,000-4,000 seat facility.



· Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900),
 as amended.



Project Characteristics



The proposed project would develop the currently vacant Blocks 29-32 with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 1-3 presents the conceptual project site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights. Table 1-1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.


The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations. The event center would be programmed with a capacity of 18,064 seats for basketball games, but could be reconfigured for concerts for a maximum capacity of about 18,500. The performance and seating areas could also be re-configured in a cut-down theater configuration to create a smaller venue space.


Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site. These buildings would each be 11 stories (160 feet tall at building rooftop); 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 tall) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses, with retail uses on the lower floor(s).



Additional retail uses would front on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and a 2-story, 38-foot high “gatehouse” building located mid-point along Third Street would provide retail uses and house elevators/escalators connecting to parking facilities on lower floors. A 3-story, 41-foot high ”food hall” would be located at the corner of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street.


Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be designed within the site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 to 12 feet above Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.



Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (two below grade and one at street level) would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas, with a total of 950 vehicle parking spaces. Thirteen truck loading docks located on the lower parking level would serve the event center and office and retail uses. 


The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards and would incorporate a variety of design features to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. The project would also implement a number of off-site roadway network and curb regulations, transit network, pedestrian and bicycle network improvements in the project site vicinity, including roadway restriping, intersection signalization, on-street parking, new perimeter sidewalks, bicycle lanes, signage and other improvements.



Figure 1-1
Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay


(same as Figure 3-1)



Figure 1-2
Land Uses in the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan



(same as Figure 3-3)



Figure 1-3
Conceptual Project Site Plan



(same as Figure 3-3)



(compare to final site plan for SD to make sure heights, etc. are all up to date)


Table 1-1
summary of proposed Project Facilities AND DESIGN FEATURES


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seatsa





			Size 


			Total GSF





			Event Centerb



   Golden State Warriors Office Space



Office Space



Retail Spacec


Parking and Loading



Total Building Area


			750,000



25,000



580,000



125,000



475,000



1,955,000 GSFd





			Heighte/Levels 



Event Center 



Office and Retail Buildings




Retail-only Buildings 


			135 feet



160 feet (11 stories) total [90-foot (6-story) podiums with 70-foot (5‑story) towers above]; retail uses within street level and plaza-level floors 



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





			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 trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street



Access point for autos on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:



GSF = gross square feet. 



a
Presented maximum seating capacity is for basketball games. However, as discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, there would other types of events at the event center, including certain concerts and conventions, that would be able to accommodate a maximum attendance of up approximately 18,500 patrons with the addition of floor seats and/or standing room-only spaces (see Table 3-3 in Chapter 3 for more detail). 


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


c
Proposed retail uses are approximately 51,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 11,000 quick-service restaurant, and 62,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.



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



e
All building heights in this SEIR, unless otherwise noted, are measured from finished grade to top of building, consistent with the South Design for Development. Heights of proposed office and retail buildings exclude unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.



SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014



Proposed Operations



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



As part of the project, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP). The TMP is a management and operating plan to facilitate multimodal access at the event center during project operation. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle, and walk modes for trips to and from the project site.


Construction


Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; temporary dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


1.2 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures


The Initial Study determined that the following topics were adequately analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR such that the proposed project would have no new significant impacts or no substantially more severe impacts previously found significant on these resources: Land Use; Population and Housing; Cultural and Paleontological Resources; Recreation; Air Quality (odors); Utilities and Services Systems (water supply and solid waste); Public Services (schools, parks, and other services); Biological Resources; Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality (construction water quality, groundwater, drainage, flooding, and inundation); Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Mineral and Energy Resources; and Agricultural and Forest Resources.



Impacts related to Aesthetics are not analyzed in the Initial Study or this SEIR because under CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21099), aesthetics impacts of a mixed-use or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area are not to be considered significant impacts.


Chapter 5 of the SEIR presents a detailed analysis of the following resources: Transportation and Circulation; Noise and Vibration; Air Quality; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Wind and Shadow; Utilities and Service Systems (wastewater and stormwater); Public Services (police and fire services); and Hydrology and Water Quality (wastewater, stormwater, and sea level rise).



Table 1-2 (at the end of this chapter) summarizes all of the impacts of the proposed project, identifies the significance determination of each impact, and presents the full text of the recommended mitigation measures and improvement measures. Mitigation measures are feasible measures that would avoid, lessen, or reduce significant impacts. Improvement measures would also lessen or reduce impacts, but unlike mitigation measures, implementation of improvement measures is not required under CEQA because they only apply to impacts determined to be less than significant. However, all improvement measures identified in this SEIR would be incorporated into conditions of approval if the project is approved. The summary table includes all impacts and mitigation measures applicable to the proposed project, with the the SEIR sections sections presented first and followed by Initial Study.



As indicated on Table 1-2, the SEIR determined that the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts in the areas of transportation and circulation (traffic impacts at multiple intersections and freeway ramps, and transit demand on local and regional transit providers exceeding capacity); noise (substantial permanent increase in roadway noise and crowd noise affecting sensitive receptors); air quality (construction and operational emissions of ozone precursors exceeding thresholds), wind (substantial increase in wind hazard hours at off-site public areas); and utilities (construction of new or upgraded wastewater facilities, and determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand).  



1.3 Alternatives



Two alternatives were selected for detailed analysis: the No Project Alternative, as required by CEQA, and the Reduced Intensity Alternative based on its ability to attain most of the project's objectives and to avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts, and its feasibility. Numerous alternatives, including several off-site alternatives, were considered but eliminated from further consideration either due to infeasibility or because it would result in the same or greater significant impacts than the proposed project.


No Project Alternative



The No Project Alternative assumes that development at Blocks 29-32 could occur in the foreseeable future within the restrictions and controls established in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan and the South Design for Development, as was envisioned in the Mission Bay FSEIR. While there is currently no such development proposal for Blocks 29-32, a hypothetical scenario was developed for the purposes of this SEIR. Under this scenario, the total mixed-use development would be 1,056,000 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial, industrial, and retail uses, with all buildings a maximum of 90 feet high except for a 160-foot high tower on Block 29, and on-site above-grade structure parking with 1,050 stalls. There would be no event center.



Impacts of the No Project alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project with respect to most resource areas. This is because most of these impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a fully developed City block, regardless of the size of the development. However, unlike the proposed project which would result in significant and unavoidable air quality and noise impacts, the No Project Alternative would result in less-than-significant effects for the comparable impacts, due in large part to the removal of air pollutant emissions and noise from mobile sources associated with the event center. Similarly, without an event center, the No Project Alternative would result in less severe impacts with respect to transportation and circulation due to_____ [[to be completed]]. In addition, the No Project Alternative could result in less severe off-site wind hazard impacts than the proposed project due to the elimination of the tower at Third and 16th Streets.



Reduced Intensity Alternative



The Reduced Intensity Alternative, developed as a hypothetical scenario for the purposes of this SEIR, would be the same as the proposed project with respect to the event center, but the office uses would be reduced from 580,000 to 406,000 gsf, retail uses would be reduced from 125,000 to 110,000 gsf, and on-site, subgrade parking reduced from 950 to 775 stalls. The total development would be reduced from 1,955,000 to 1,766,000 gsf, or a reduction of 189,000 gsf. In addition, the 16th Street tower would be reduced by seven floors, such that the height of the structure at Third and 16th Streets would be 55 feet instead of 160 feet. 



Impacts of this alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project with respect to nearly all resource areas. This is because not only would the project result in conversion of a vacant parcel to a fully developed City block, but the inclusion of the event center would be the primary reason for most of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed project. Therefore, the reduced scale of the office and retail development would result in only nominal changes in the severity of identified impacts. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same significant and unavoidable noise and air quality impacts as the proposed project, although the impacts would be somewhat less severe (but still exceeding applicable thresholds). Thus, all the same air quality and noise mitigation and  improvement measures identified for the proposed project would also apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, but would still not suffice to reduce those air quality and noise impacts to less than significant. Similarly, compared to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in the same but somewhat less severe impacts with respect to transportation and circulation, including _____________ [[to be completed]]. In addition, the Reduced Intensity Alternative could result in less severe off-site wind hazard impacts than the proposed project due to the elimination of the tower at Third and 16th Streets. 



Environmentally Superior Alternative



While both the No Project and the Reduced Intensity Alternatives would result in less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not meet the project sponsor’s most basic objective, which is construction of an event center to serve the Golden State Warriors basketball team. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be considered the environmentally superior alternative.


1.4 Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved



On November 11, 2014, the OCII issued a NOP of a SEIR. Individuals, groups, and agencies that received these notices included owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site and other potentially interested parties, including various regional, state, and local agencies. A scoping meeting was held on December 9, 2014, to solicit comments on the scope of the SEIR. 


Based on the number of comments received on each of the topics listed, controversial issues for the proposed project, as expressed by community members, are the following:


· Why the project is analyzed under a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report;



· Which City ordinances, regulations, and approval requirements are superseded or otherwise different in the Mission Bay area;



· Aesthetic effects of the proposed development, including views through the project site, light and glare effects from construction, building lighting, and outdoor events;



· The approach to the transportation impact analysis, reasons for the assumptions incorporated (specifically into mode share), times of day and week studied, and cumulative projects considered;



· Impacts on transportation and circulation (including highways, arterial streets, local streets, pinch points, transit stations and service, and emergency response), as well as mitigation measures—specifically a Transportation Management Plan—that would reduce such impacts; 



· Provision of sufficient bicycle and pedestrian circulation facilities and impacts to bicyclists and pedestrians;



· Parking supply and demand under both existing conditions and with the project;



· Financing, monitoring, and responsibility for implementation of mitigation measures;



· Noise from construction, outdoor events, crowds, operational traffic and generators;



· Impact from exposure to air pollutants during construction and operation;



· Effects on nearby infrastructure and facilities, including the Mariposa pump station and Bayfront Park;



· Security and crowd management, provision of public restrooms, provision of trash receptacles, littering, vermin, graffiti, and public intoxication;



· Economic effects of the project on the surrounding neighborhood and City; and



· Cumulative impacts of development of the project combined with development of other projects, and development under other plans, in the vicinity.



1.5 Third Street Plaza Variant



The project sponsor has requested that this SEIR include environmental analysis of a variant to the proposed project. The project variant, the Third Street Plaza Variant, is a minor variation of the proposed project at the same project site at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, with all of the same objectives, background, and development controls, and with one exception, same approvals as the proposed project. The Third Street Plaza Variant is analyzed in this SEIR at an equal level of detail as the proposed project, and therefore the variant analysis satisfies all CEQA requirements, should this variant be selected for approval.  



Under the Third Street Plaza Variant, all aspects of the design, uses, construction, and operation proposed project would be identical to that of the proposed project with one exception: the area of the proposed Third Street Plaza would be modified to be consistent with the design standards of the UCSF view easement on the project site. Consequently, the elevated plaza and"gatehouse" building located mid-block along Third Street within the view easement under the proposed project, would be replaced with an at-grade “event space” with no above-grade structural development.



The Third Street Plaza Variant would have essentially all the same environmental impacts as those identified for the proposed project, with the possible exception of Wind effects. Compared to the proposed project, the wind hazard impacts for the Third Street Plaza Variant would be ____________[[To be determined]]. 



[Note to Reviewers: Inclusion of a chapter on the Third Street Plaza Variant is still to be determined.]


INSERT TABLE 1-2 



� 	City and County of San Francisco and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1998. Final Mission Bay Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. Planning Department File No. 96.771E, San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97, State Clearinghouse No. 97092068. Certified September 17, 1998. 



� 	AB 900, effective January 1, 2012, provides streamlining benefits under CEQA for privately-financed projects located on an infill site that has been determined to generate thousands of jobs and include state-of-the-art pollution reductions.
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[bookmark: _DV_M1]Introduction and Overview


In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d), this chapter provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), City and County of San Francisco (CCSF), and regional, state, and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the project site. Although some of the plans and policies relate to regulations under the jurisdiction of these agencies, the primary discussion of regulations pertinent to the proposed project and its environmental effects is included in Chapter 5, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, under the regulatory framework subsection of each environmental topic. 


[bookmark: _DV_M3]Development of the project is subject to approvals by the primary agency with jurisdiction over the project site, which is OCII. Other agencies with plans and policies applicable to the project site include the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), and Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). 


[bookmark: _DV_M4]Policy conflicts do not, in and of themselves, indicate a significant environmental effect within the context of CEQA environmental review, in that the intent of CEQA is to determine physical environmental effects associated with a project. Many of the plans of OCII, CCSF, and the other relevant jurisdictions contain policies that address multiple goals pertaining to different resource areas. To the extent that physical environmental impacts of a proposed project may conflict with one of the goals related to a specific resource topic, such impacts are analyzed in this SEIR in that respective topical section in Chapter 5, such as Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Section 5.4, Air Quality, Section 5.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 


[bookmark: _DV_M2][bookmark: _DV_M5]San Francisco Plans and Policies


San Francisco General Plan


[bookmark: tra.ped.24.4][bookmark: urb.ndv.3.3]The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan) provides general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions. The General Plan contains 10 elements (Commerce and Industry, Recreation and Open Space, Housing, Community Facilities, Urban Design, Environmental Protection, Transportation, Air Quality, Community Safety, and Arts) that set forth goals, policies, and objectives for the physical development of the City. 


On September 17, 1998, by Resolution No. 14702, the Planning Commission determined that the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan provides for a type, intensity, and location of development that is consistent with the overall goals, objectives, and policies of the General Plan. Therefore, the project’s consistency with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (discussed below) would ensure that the project would not obviously or substantially conflict with General Plan goals, policies, or objectives. The General Plan elements that relate to the unique characteristics and considerations of the proposed project are discussed below.


Commerce and Industry Element. According to the General Plan, “the Commerce and Industry Element sets forth objectives and policies that address the broad range of economic activities, facilities and support systems that constitute San Francisco's employment and service base.” The element calls for managing economic growth to ensure enhancement of the total city environment, maintaining a diverse economic base, and providing employment opportunities for city residents. Objective 8 specifically states that the City shall enhance its position as a national center for visitor trade because visitor trade employs, directly, and indirectly, more residents than any other economic sector. The proposed project would not obviously conflict with the Commerce and Industry Element.


Transportation Element. The Transportation Element comprises sections relating to General Transportation, Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrians, Bicycles, Citywide Parking and Goods Movement. Each section consists of objectives and policies regarding a particular segment of the master transportation system and related maps which describe key physical aspects. The element specifically calls for the City to provide for a balanced, multi-modal transportation system that is consistent with planned land use. It states that the City shall encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use with transit service, establish frequent and convenient transit service for large sporting facilities and event centers, and provide bicycle parking for such centers. The proposed project would not obviously conflict with the Transportation Element.


Recreation and Open Space Element. The Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) indicates that the area surrounding the project site and vicinity has a “lesser need” for open space acquisition and renovation. This is due to the inclusion of proposed open spaces in the Mission Bay area, as well as the relatively low residential population compared to other areas of the City. The element specifically delineates Bayfront Park, east of the project site, as a “proposed open space,” and it designates Terry A. François Boulevard as a “green connection.” The proposed project would not obviously conflict with the ROSE.


Urban Design Element. As described in the General Plan, the Urban Design Element relates to the physical character and order of the city, and the relationship between people and their environment. The element specifically calls for centers of activity and major destination points to be made more prominent through design of street features and other means (Policies 1.6 and 1.8), and for local centers for shopping or congregations of people to stand out in their areas (Policy 4.6). The element also states that the city shall recognize the special urban design issues posed in development of larger properties (Policy 3.6). 


The Urban Design Element also specifically addresses protection of major views in the City (Policy 1.1), and moderation of new development to complement the city pattern (Objective 3) by avoiding extreme contrasts in color, shape, and other characteristics (Policy 3.2). Under this objective, the element states that low buildings along the waterfront contribute to the gradual tapering of height from the hills to the water that is characteristic of the City. Larger building with civic importance, providing places of assembly and recreation, may be appropriate along the waterfront at important locations. The element states that building height should relate to the important attributes of the city pattern and to the height and character of existing development (Policy 3.5), and the bulk of buildings should not overwhelm or dominate in appearance (Policy 3.6). The proposed project heights would be within the maximum heights called for in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan and Design for Development documents (discussed below). However, the project’s event center would exceed the 90-foot height limit on Blocks 30 and 32, which would be addressed through an amendment to the Design for Development. The proposed project would not obviously conflict with the Urban Design Element. 


San Francisco Planning Code


As stated in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan and Design for Development for Mission Bay South Project Area, together, constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided for in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The project would not require variances from or changes to the Planning Code or Zoning Map.


Planning Code Section 321


Section 321 implements the City’s annual limit on office construction, which is set at 950,000 square feet per calendar year, with a subset of 75,000 square feet reserved for buildings smaller than 50,000 square feet. The limit applies to all office space of a certain size citywide, not just downtown. Buildings smaller than 25,000 square feet are excepted; however, OCII projects are included, as are projects within San Francisco that are under the jurisdiction of the State of California and federal agencies, including the Presidio Trust and National Park Service. Square footage not allocated during any given year is added to the overall allocation for succeeding years. The Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, described below, states that no office development shall be approved that would cause the applicable annual limitation to be exceeded. As of November 14, 2014, the Planning Department’s inventory of office space showed 3.02 million square feet of space available for large projects (those 50,000 square feet and larger), with an additional 1.27 million square feet available for smaller projects (25,000 to 49,999 square feet).[footnoteRef:2] [2: 	San Francisco Planning Department, “Office Development Annual Limitation (Annual Limit) Program Update November 14, 2014. Allocations in square feet of gross floor area, as defined in Planning Code Sec. 102.9 Available at: http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentID=9276; reviewed December 15, 2014.] 



As described further below under “Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan,” the Planning Commission adopted findings that the office development contemplated by the plan promotes public welfare, convenience and necessity. No office development contemplated under the plan may be disapproved for inconsistency with Planning Code Sections 320 – 325, provided that the annual office space limitation contained in Planning Code Section 321 is not exceeded. 


In 2008, the Planning Commission established the Alexandria Mission Bay Life Sciences and Technology Development District (Alexandria District), with a pooled allocation of 1.12 million gross square feet (later modified to 1.35 million square feet) of office space to be used both by previously allocated office projects and future allocations at designated parcels in the district, in accordance with Planning Code Section 321. The Alexandria District generally includes properties along the east side of Third Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Mariposa Street (Blocks 26, 27, 29–32, 33, and 34) as well as properties west of Owens Street (Blocks 41–43). Blocks 29–32 currently have an allocation of 677,020 square feet of office space, none of which has been built.[footnoteRef:3],[footnoteRef:4] The proposed project’s approximately 605,000 square feet of office space would be accommodated within this total. [3:  	Ibid.]  [4:  	San Francisco Planning Department, “Letter RE: Property Transfers within the Alexandria Life Sciences & Technology District,” March 21, 2011. ] 



The Accountable Planning Initiative


In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code to establish the following eight priority policies:


· Preservation and enhancement of neighborhood‐serving retail uses;


· Protection of neighborhood character (discussed in Appendix NOP-IS, Section E.1, Land Use and Land Use Planning, Question 1c);


· Preservation and enhancement of affordable housing (discussed in Appendix NOP-IS, Section E.3, Population and Housing, Question 3b, with regard to housing supply and displacement issues);


· Discouragement of commuter automobiles (discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation);


· Protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership (discussed in Appendix NOP-IS, Section E.1, Land Use and Land Use Planning, Question 1c);


· Maximization of earthquake preparedness (discussed in Appendix NOP-IS, Section E.14, Geology and Soils, Questions 14a through 14d);


· Landmark and historic building preservation (discussed in Appendix NOP-IS, Section E.4, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Question 4a); and


· Protection of open space (discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, Wind and Shadow,; and in Appendix NOP-IS, Section E.10, Recreation, Questions 10a and 10c).


Through adoption of Resolution No 14702 in 1998, the Planning Commission determined that the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan provides for a type, intensity, and location of development that is consistent with these priority policies. Therefore, the proposed project’s consistency with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (below) would ensure that the proposed project would not obviously conflict with the Accountable Planning Initiative. 


Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan


The Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (South Plan) establishes the basic land use controls for the Mission Bay South Plan Area. The major objectives of the South Plan are to eliminate blighting influences and correct environmental deficiencies; retain and promote academic and research activities associated with the University of California San Francisco (UCSF), Mission Bay campus; assemble land into parcels suitable for modern, integrated development; re-plan, redesign, and develop undeveloped and underdeveloped areas; provide flexibility to respond to market conditions; provide opportunities for participation by owners in redevelopment of their properties; strengthen the community’s supply of housing; strengthen the economic base of the Plan Area; facilitate emerging commercial-industrial sectors; facilitate public transit opportunities; provide land for publicly accessible uses; and achieve the objectives expeditiously.


The South Plan includes the Redevelopment Land Use Map, which illustrates the location of Plan Area boundaries and proposed land uses to be permitted, generally consistent with the land uses presented in the 1990 Mission Bay Plan. See Figure 3-3, Land Uses in the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, in Chapter 3, Project Description. Pursuant to South Plan Section 302.4, the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use district that encompasses Blocks 29-32 principally permits office and retail uses, among other uses. Secondary assembly and entertainment uses are also permitted if the use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning and design controls, as well as if the use is determined to make a positive contribution to the character of the Plan Area, based on a finding by the Executive Director of OCII that the use will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or community.


Regarding commercial industrial floor area controls, the South Plan limits floor area ratio (FAR) for commercial industrial and commercial industrial/retail to a maximum of 2.9 to 1, averaged over the entire area of those land use districts combined. The South Plan permits a maximum of 5 million square feet of leasable[footnoteRef:5] mixed use office, research and development, and light industrial use space is permitted in “Zone A,” which comprises Blocks 26–34, 36, and 38–43, (see Chapter 3, Figure 3-3). There are 1,044,636 [[highlight for final check before the EIR goes out]] leasable square feet remaining after accounting for the approved and anticipated projects in Zone A. Using the calculation of leasable square feet required in the South Plan, the proposed project would entail construction of 1,010,400 leasable square feet, which would be accommodated within Zone A’s remaining total permitted square footage.  [5:  	The South Plan defines “leasable floor area” as the floor rentable area, as defined and calculated in the 1996 Building Owners and Managers Association International (BOMA) publication “Standard Method of Measuring Floor Area in Office Buildings.”] 



The South Plan also limits the total neighborhood-serving and city-serving retail space[footnoteRef:6] to be developed in Zone A and sites designated Commercial or Mission Bay South Residential. Up to 159,300 leasable square feet of neighborhood-serving retail and market-rate resident space is permitted in Zone A, of which 40,400 square feet remains. The project’s proposed 40,400 [[highlight for final check before the EIR goes out]] leasable square feet of neighborhood-serving retail would be accommodated within this remaining total square footage. Zone A is permitted 20,700 leasable square feet of city-serving retail, none of which has been built or allocated. The project’s 20,700 leasable square feet of city-serving retail would be accommodated within this remaining total square footage. [6:  	The South Plan defines “local-serving business” as a “business provides goods and/or services which are needed by residents and workers in the immediately surrounding neighborhood to satisfy basic personal and household needs on a frequent and recurring basis, and which if not available would require trips outside of the neighborhood. Also referred to as ‘neighborhood-serving’ business.” The South Plan does not specifically define “City-serving retail,” but it is generally understood to include retail spaces patronized by customers from both inside and outside the neighborhood.] 



As stated above under “San Francisco Planning Code,” the South Plan indicates that no office development in the South Plan shall be approved if it would cause the annual limitation on office space contained in Planning Code Section 321 to be exceeded. Blocks 29–32 currently have an allocation of 677,020 square feet of office space, none of which has been built.[footnoteRef:7],[footnoteRef:8] The proposed project’s approximately 605,000 square feet of office space would be accommodated within this total. Further, Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Section 304.11 states that no project may be disapproved for inconsistency with Planning Code Sections 320–325, provided that the annual office space limitation is not exceeded and that the Planning Commission considers the design of the particular office development project to confirm that it is consistent with the Commission’s findings contained in Resolution 14702. [7:  	San Francisco Planning Department, “Office Development Annual Limitation (Annual Limit) Program Update, November 14, 2014. Allocations in square feet of gross floor area, as defined in Planning Code Sec. 102.9 Available at: http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentID=9276; reviewed December 15 2014.]  [8:  	San Francisco Planning Department, “Letter RE: Property Transfers within the Alexandria Life Sciences & Technology District,” March 21, 2011. ] 



The South Plan indicates that the maximum height within the Plan Area is 160 feet. Within that height limit, OCII is authorized to establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setbacks, design and sign standards, and other criteria, as set forth in the Design for Development document (discussed below).


Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area


The Design for Development for Mission Bay South Project Area (South Design for Development) is the companion document to the South Plan. It contains design standards and design guidelines through establishment of height zones. Blocks 29-32 fall within Height Zone 5, which encompasses the area bounded by Mission Bay Boulevard to the north, Third Street to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. The proposed project would be generally consistent with the major development standards for Height Zone 5, including maximum tower height and developable area.  


As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, due to the unique nature of the event center component of the project, amendments to the Design for Development are required to bring the proposed project into compliance. To the extent that such amendments would lead to physical environment impacts related to a specific resource topic, such impacts are analyzed in this SEIR in that respective topical section in Chapter 5, such as Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Section 5.4, Air Quality, Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. As noted in the Introduction (Section 2.8), the proposed project meets the criteria of Senate Bill 743 for which aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects.


The proposed project would include amendment to the Design for Development that would define Arena, Arena Building, Arena Project, and the Blocks 29–32 Arena Overlay Zone (Overlay Zone), with associated design standards and guidelines. The discussion below describes the primary existing Design for Development standards and guidelines, and where applicable, proposed amendment to the standards to create the Blocks 29–32 Arena Overlay Zone that would be required to bring the proposed project into compliance with the Design for Development. 


Height


Height Zone 5 has a maximum base height of 90 feet and a maximum tower height of 160 feet, and commercial/industrial uses must be one of those two heights. Further, towers (buildings taller than 90 feet) are not permitted on Blocks 30 and 32. The proposed event center would exceed 90 feet in height, and therefore would not meet this requirement. The proposed amendment would allow an Arena Building not to exceed 135 feet in height within the Overlay Zone. The existing limitations on base height, midrise height, and tower height would not apply to the Arena Building.


Towers


A maximum of three towers are permitted with a maximum height and bulk within Height Zone 5; towers must be separated by at least 100 feet when located on the same block, and tower widths on Third Street cannot exceed 160 feet. In addition, no intersection can have more than two towers within 50 feet of the corner. 


To accommodate the proposed project, the Design for Development would be amended to allow an Arena Building in the Overlay Zone. The proposed amendment would allow an additional tower (for a maximum of four towers within Height Zone 5). The amendment would also clarify that tower separation requirements to accommodate the proposed distances between the towers and the Arena Building. The amendment would increase to three the number of towers allowed within 50 feet of the intersection of South Street and Third Street.


Bulk


Commercial/industrial buildings have a permitted maximum floor plate of 20,000 square feet, and a maximum length of 200 feet, for all floors above 90 feet. The proposed amendment would create a bulk allowance for the Arena Building.


Streetwalls and Setbacks


In Height Zone 5, a minimum of 70 percent of the block length frontage is required along Third and 16th Streets. A 5-foot setback is required along Third Street, and a 20-foot setback is required on 16th Street. Streetwalls must be at least 15 feet tall, and no more than 90 feet tall. The amendment would indicate that the minimum length, minimum height and maximum height streetwall standards shall not apply to the Arena Project, subject to findings by the OCII Commission that the Arena Project is, on balance, consistent with Overlay Zone Design Guidelines. The amendments would further state that 5-foot setback requirement on the east side of Third Street would not be applied to a tower at the northwest corner of Block 29 (not sure this is true anymore), and the Arena Building would be permitted to occupy a portion of the 20-foot required setback on the north side of 16th Street.


Other Amendment Provisions


Other proposed amendments to the South Design for Development may be required to accommodate final project design. Such amendments may include the following: 


i. Allowing parking within 600 feet of the Arena Project entrance to qualify as off-site parking for an Arena Project; (GSW confirming distance)


ii. Basing parking calculations within the Overlay Zone upon the total aggregate square footage by applicable structure rather than applied to any single tenant; (this may already be in the DforD – GSW to confirm what attorney wants to do)


iii. Minimum and maximum number of parking spaces for the Arena Building; and 


iv. Modifying the required loading requirements to accommodate the number and configuration of off-street loading spaces proposed by the project. 


See Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation for a discussion of the traffic and parking provisions. 


Regional Plans and Policies


The Plan Bay Area, which includes the region’s Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), is a collaboration led by the ABAG and the MTC, in partnership with the BAAQMD and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC). Plan Bay Area, adopted by ABAG and MTC in July 2013, is the region’s first integrated land use and transportation plan, combining elements of ABAG’s former Projections series of housing and employment growth forecasts and MTC’s former stand-alone Regional Transportation Plan. The Plan calls for concentrating housing and job growth around transit corridors, particularly within areas identified by local jurisdictions as Priority Development Areas (PDAs). Plan Bay Area also specifies strategies and investments to maintain, manage, and improve the region’s multi-modal transportation network and proposes transportation projects and programs to be implemented with reasonably anticipated revenue. The Plan will be updated every four years. The project site, like much of eastern San Francisco, is within a PDA, where growth is anticipated and planned for in proximity to transit (see also the discussion on Population and Housing, in Appendix NOP-IS, Initial Study, Section E.3). The proposed project would not conflict with any projects in the regional transportation plan. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with Plan Bay Area.


Other regional plans pertinent to the proposed project include:


· BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP)demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will reduce emissions and decrease ambient concentrations of harmful pollutants, achieve compliance with the state ozone standards, and reduce the transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. The proposed project includes appropriate transportation, energy, and sustainability measures to reduce automobile trips, energy usage, and associated emissions, and therefore, would not conflict with the 2010 CAP.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]The San Francisco RWQCB's Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (commonly referred to as the Basin Plan) guides water quality control planning in the San Francisco Bay Basin. It designates beneficial uses and water quality objectives for waters of the State, including surface waters and groundwater. It also includes implementation programs to achieve water quality objectives. As described further in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, as well as Section E.14 of the Initial Study, the proposed project would not result in substantial water quality effects; thus the project would not conflict with the Basin Plan. 


The project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any environmental plan or policy adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.
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Purpose of This SEIR


This Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) provides environmental review and analysis of the proposed multi-purpose event center and mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (proposed project). This chapter provides background information and an explanation of how this SEIR satisfies the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the governing legislation for this report. Details of the proposed project, including the project's location, objectives, and characteristics that form the basis of the SEIR environmental analysis, are presented in Chapter 3, Project Description.


The San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), as lead agency responsible for administering the environmental review for private projects in the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco, has determined that under CEQA, an environmental impact report (EIR) is required for the proposed project. CEQA requires the preparation of an EIR when a proposed project could result in significant, adverse effects on the physical environment. This SEIR has been prepared in compliance with CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines. It is an informational document for use by governmental agencies and the public to aid in the planning and decision-making process by disclosing the physical environmental effects of the project and identifying possible ways of reducing or avoiding its potentially significant impacts.


CEQA requires that before a decision can be made to approve a project that would pose potential adverse physical effects, an EIR must be prepared that fully describes the environmental effects of the project. The EIR is a public information document which identifies and evaluates potential environmental impacts of a project, recommends mitigation measures to lessen or eliminate significant adverse impacts, and examines feasible alternatives to the project. The information contained in the EIR must be reviewed and considered by the OCII and by any responsible agencies (as defined in CEQA) prior to a decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed project.


The state CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000 et seq.) help define the role and content of an EIR as follows:


· Informational Document. An EIR is an informational document that will inform public agency decision-makers and the public of the significant environmental effect(s) of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. The public agency shall consider the information in the EIR along with other information that may be presented to the agency (Section 15121[a]).


· Standards for Adequacy of an EIR. An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information that enables them to make an informed decision that takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure (Section 15151).


The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15382, define a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project….” Therefore, in identifying the significant impacts of the project, this SEIR describes the potential for the project to result in substantial physical effects within the area affected by the project and identifies mitigation measures that would avoid, reduce, or otherwise alleviate those effects. See Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Impact Overview, for further description of the approach to analyzing environmental impacts and identifying mitigation measures presented in this SEIR.


OCII, as the CEQA lead agency, has entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Planning Department's Environmental Planning Division to assist in the preparation of the SEIR for this project.


CEQA Environmental Review


The CEQA Guidelines Section 15160 provides for variations in EIRs so that environmental documentation can be tailored to different situations and intended uses, and these variations are not exclusive. As described below, this SEIR relies on several variations of EIRs, including a project EIR, a program EIR, a redevelopment plan EIR, a subsequent EIR, and a focused EIR. 


This SEIR is a project EIR that examines the environmental impacts of a specific development project, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15161. This project EIR is tiered from a previously certified program EIR in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for environmental review of subsequent activities under the same program. The proposed project — the event center and mixed use development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 — is a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. Environmental review of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan was completed in the program EIR, Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR),[footnoteRef:2] certified in September 1998. The Mission Bay FSEIR is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15180. The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area, including the program under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes development in Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program, and this SEIR evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed project relative to the program-level impact analysis in the certified Mission Bay FSEIR.  [2:  	City and County of San Francisco and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1998. Final Mission Bay Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. Planning Department File No. 96.771E, San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97, State Clearinghouse No. 97092068. Certified September 17, 1998. ] 



This SEIR is a subsequent EIR to the Mission Bay FSEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, which states that a subsequent EIR is required if the lead agency determines that the proposed project could result in any of the following conditions:


· Substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major revisions of the previous EIR, 


· Substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken, or


· New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known at the time of certification of the previous EIR, shows that the project could have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR, significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous EIR, mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects, or mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects.


OCII has determined that one or more of these conditions have been met for the proposed project, and that a subsequent EIR is therefore warranted.


Furthermore, this SEIR is a focused EIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1). An Initial Study on the proposed project was published on November 19, 2014 (see Appendix NOP of this SEIR), and it identifies which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis. Thus, this SEIR concentrates the environmental analysis on those topics identified in the Initial Study with the potential to have either new significant effects or substantially more severe significant impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR under the currently proposed project at Blocks 29-32. The remaining environmental topics, as documented in the Initial Study, were determined to have no new or more severe significant environmental effects than what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and these topics are not analyzed in this SEIR.


Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR


Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Environmental Review


On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).[footnoteRef:3] The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. This development program was never implemented. In 1996–1997, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, “North Plan” and “South Plan” or, collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel (also known as Mission Creek). [3:  	Planning Department Case No. 86.505E.] 



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


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



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



The Redevelopment Agency has prepared nine addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR (completed between 2000 and 2013) for specific developments within Mission Bay that required additional environmental review of specific issues beyond those that were covered in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These addenda are as follows:


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


In all of these cases, an addendum was sufficient to satisfy CEQA environmental review requirements. The proposed event center and mixed use development at Blocks 29-32 is the first development project under the adopted Plans in which conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR are met. This SEIR is the first project-level environmental impact report tiering from the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction


The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed Assembly Bill (AB) 1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies. (Together, AB 26 and AB 1484 are referred to as “Dissolution Law,” which is codified at California Health and Safety Code Sections 34161 – 34191.5). In response to the Dissolution Law, the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) became the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco. Pursuant to state and local legislation, OCII is governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure. 


On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties required under the Dissolution Law (see Chapter 3 for a discussion on project approvals). As the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project under the Successor Agency Legislation, OCII is the designated “lead agency” under CEQA for this SEIR.


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR


As described above, this SEIR is a subsequent EIR to the Mission Bay FSEIR certified in 1998, as supplemented by the nine addenda issued from 2000 to 2013. The Mission Bay FSEIR evaluated the potential environmental effects of the development of the Mission Bay plan area, approximately 303 acres in size and located near the eastern shoreline of San Francisco, generally south of Townsend Street, east of Seventh Street and Interstate 280, and north of Mariposa Street and straddling China Basin Channel. As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the combined North and South Plans (the Plans).


In general, the combined Plans as analyzed as the defined project description in the Mission Bay FSEIR consisted of the following: 1.5 million gross square feet of retail space; 43-acre new site for the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) containing 2.65 million gross square feet of instruction, research and support space, and a space to be donated for a public school; a mix of 5.56 million gross square feet of research and development, light manufacturing, and office space surrounding the UCSF site to the west, south, and east; a 500-room hotel between Third and Fourth Streets south of China Basin Channel; police and fire stations; off-street parking accessory to most uses; and about 47 acres of open space, including 8 acres within the UCSF site. Approximately 6,090 residential units would be located on the north and south sides of China Basin Channel. The Plans included expansion and/or improvement of infrastructure in the Plan area, including a revised transportation network, new east-west streets, extension of Owens Street north and east to connect to Third Street, realignment and extension of Fourth Street south to Mariposa; expansion of the high- and low-pressure water systems; expansion of the combined sewer system and creation of a separate stormwater-only system for the central part of Mission Bay South; realignment of railroad tracks accessing Pier 80; improvement of rail crossings; and a pedestrian bridge across China Basin Channel. As described below, the ultimately adopted Plans had a mix of land uses that was a combination of variants analyzed in the FSEIR and as a result varied to an extent from the original project description described in this paragraph.


The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Plans and identified a suite of mitigation measures for avoiding or reducing significant environmental impacts. A topic-by-topic summary of impacts and mitigation measures presented in the Mission Bay FSEIR is included under each respective environmental topic in this SEIR and associated Initial Study. (Appendix MIT of this SEIR lists all of the mitigation measures from the FSEIR and indicates those applicable to the proposed project.)


In addition to analyzing the impacts of the proposed Plans, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed six variants and one combination to the Plans. The variants were slight modifications to the Plans that were under consideration by the project sponsor and typically modified one limited area or aspect of the Plans. The variants analyzed in the FSEIR consisted of the following: Terry A. François Boulevard Variant; Esprit Commercial Industrial/Retail Variant; No Berry Street Crossing Variant; Modified No Berry Street Crossing Variant; Mission Bay North Retail Variant; and Castle Metals Block Commercial Industrial/Retail Variant. It also covered a combination of variants to the Plans (described below).


As required under CEQA, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified and analyzed alternatives that would reduce or avoid identified significant impacts of the Plans and meet most of the Plans objectives. The three alternatives analyzed included: No Project Alternative; Redevelopment North of Channel/Expected Growth South of Channel Alternative; and Residential/Open Space Alternative. The FSEIR determined that all of the alternatives would result in the same significant unavoidable adverse impacts identified for the Plans (i.e., traffic, vehicular air pollution emissions, potential combined toxic air contaminants, cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal, and cumulative water quality), but the severity of the impacts would be somewhat lessened although not to a less-than-significant level. The Residential/Open Space Alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Following certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR and as part of the approval process for the Mission Bay Plans, CEQA Findings were adopted by the City and County of San Francisco.[footnoteRef:8] The CEQA Findings describes the land use program that was ultimately adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission. The adopted Mission Bay Plan was developed from a combination of the proposed Plans as described in the Mission Bay FSEIR plus a combination of plan variants. Specifically, the adopted Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan was based on the plan description in the Mission Bay FSEIR, plus Variant 1 (Terry A. François Boulevard Variant/Expanded Bayshore Open Space Proposal), Variant 2 (Esprit Commercial Industrial/Retail Variant), Variant 3A (Modified No Berry Street Crossing Variant), and Variant 5 (Castle Metals Block Commercial Industrial/Retail Variant). The adopted plan was described in the Mission Bay FSEIR Chapter III, Project Description, and Section VII.G, Combination of Variants Currently under Consideration by the Project Sponsors. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the environmental effects of the combination of plan variants would be similar to those of the proposed plan, and consequently, would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant effects identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the proposed plan. [8:  	City and County of San Francisco, Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 854-98, October 30, 1998.] 



CEQA Process


Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15080 to 15097, the CEQA process has multiple phases, many of which require notification to and comments from the public. The main steps in this process are described below.


Previous Project Proposal for an Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330


On December 5, 2012, the San Francisco Planning Department issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR on an event center and mixed-use development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 (Case No. 2012.0178E) as proposed by GSW Arena LLC, the same project sponsor as for the currently proposed project in Mission Bay. The San Francisco Planning Department held a public scoping meeting on Tuesday, January 15, 2013 at the Delancy Street Foundation at 600 The Embarcadero, San Francisco on this project, and numerous comments were received. However, a Draft EIR was never issued on this project, and the project sponsor has withdrawn its application for the project on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The currently proposed project at Mission Bay Block 29-32 replaces this previous proposal. See Chapter 7, Section 7.5, for further description of this previous proposal.


Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping


On November 19, 2014, the OCII sent a NOP to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons interested in the proposed project to initiate the 30-day public scoping period for this SEIR, which ended on December 19, 2014 (see Appendix NOP-IS). The NOP notified and informed agencies and interested parties about the proposed project and the OCII’s decision to prepare an SEIR; it included a request for agencies and the public to comment on environmental issues that should be addressed in the SEIR. The NOP is included as Appendix NOP-IS of this SEIR. The OCII held a public scoping meeting on Tuesday, December 9, 2014 at the Mission Creek Senior Community, 225 Berry Street, San Francisco to receive oral comments on the scope of the SEIR. The comments received in response to the NOP during the public scoping period, both written and oral, are available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E. The OCII has considered all comments made by the public and agencies in preparing the Draft SEIR for the proposed project. See Section 2.5 below for a summary of the scoping comments received since publication of the NOP.


Draft SEIR Public Review


This Draft SEIR is being circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested organizations and individuals that may wish to review and comment on the document. CEQA Guidelines Sections 15086(c) and 15096(d) call for responsible agencies or other public agencies to provide comment on those project activities within an agency’s area of expertise or project activities that are required to be carried out or approved by the agency, and the agency should support those comments with either oral or written documentation. Publication of the Draft SEIR marks the beginning of a 45day public review period, during which time the OCII and San Francisco Planning Department will accept comments on the Draft SEIR. The public review period for the Draft SEIR on the Event Center and Mixed-use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 is from May 27, 2015 through July 13, 2015.


Copies of the Draft SEIR are available for public review at the following locations: (1) Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure, One South Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California; (2) San Francisco Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, Planning Information Counter, San Francisco, California; and (3) San Francisco Main Library, 100 Larkin Street, San Francisco, California. The EIR can also be accessed through the internet at the following web address: http://tinyurl.com/sfceqadocs.


All documents referenced in this Draft SEIR are available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 as part of case file number 2014.1441E; the documents can also be accessed at the following website: ____________________. The distribution list for the Draft EIR is also available for review at this location.


Comments on the Draft SEIR should be sent by mail to: Tiffany Bohee, OCII Executive Director, c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103. Written comments can also be sent by email to warriors@sfgov.org.


During the 45-day public review period for the Draft SEIR, the OCII will conduct a public hearing to receive oral comments on the Draft SEIR. The public hearing is scheduled to be held before the OCII Commission on June 30, 2015 at City Hall, Room 416, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, California beginning at 1 p.m. or later.


Responses to Comments Document and Final SEIR


Following the close of the public review period on the Draft SEIR, the OCII will prepare a Responses to Comments document. Written and oral comments received on the Draft SEIR will be addressed in the Responses to Comments document, which will be released for public review and circulated to all persons, organizations, and agencies submitting comments on the Draft SEIR. The Responses to Comments document together with the Draft SEIR constitute the Final SEIR. The OCII Commission will hold a public hearing to consider the adequacy of the Final SEIR in complying with the requirements of CEQA. If the OCII Commission finds that the Final SEIR complies with CEQA requirements, it will certify the Final SEIR.


The OCII must consider the certified Final SEIR before making a decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the project. CEQA requires the adoption of findings prior to approval of a project for which a certified EIR identifies significant environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15091 and 15092). If the SEIR identifies significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant levels, the findings must include a statement of overriding considerations for those impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093[b]). See Chapter 5, Section 5.1 for further description of impact significance determinations.


Public Participation


The CEQA Guidelines encourage public participation in the planning and environmental review processes. As part of the CEQA process, t OCII provides formal opportunities for the public to present comments and concerns regarding the planning and environmental review process as follows: (1) during the public scoping period after publication of the NOP and before publication of the Draft SEIR, (2) during the Draft SEIR public review period after publication of the Draft SEIR, and (3) at a public hearing before the OCII Commission after publication of the Final SEIR when the Commission is considering certification of the Final EIR. Written public comments may be submitted to the OCII directly, or on their behalf through the San Francisco Planning Department during the specified public review and comment periods, and both written and oral comments may be presented at public hearings held specifically for the proposed project. This CEQA public participation process is separate from any public participation or citizen advisory meetings conducted by the project sponsor or other Mission Bay activities.


Summary of Scoping Comments


Summaries of relevant comments received during the public scoping period are presented in Tables 2-1 and 2-2. Table 2-1 includes comments that are addressed within each chapter or section of the SEIR, as indicated in the first column of the table. Table 2-2 includes comments that are addressed in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).



Table 2-1
Summary of Scoping Comments addressed in the SEIR


			SEIR Section


			Comment





			Chapter 3, Project Description


			The Project Description should include explanation and/or descriptions of:


· Retail Gatehouse: Present additional design and programmatic information about the Gatehouse site element including the location of doors, vertical circulation elements, public restrooms (if any), solid vs. void elements, lighting and signage, as it will be located within the UCSF view easement.


· Parking: Describe parking in sufficient detail including comprehensive discussion regarding parking operations during events. Identify how many on-site parking spaces would be available to event patrons vs. to the users of the office and retail space. 


· Outdoor Events: Include information on daily/annual event dates and time schedule for outdoor events; decibel limits and monitoring; exterior lighting locations and light levels, audio/visual design including any exterior monitors/LED panels, and other environmental elements with potential to impact occupants of the UCSF campus, including sensitive receptors in nearby campus housing, medical facilities or operations.


· Exterior Lighting Plan: Discuss the project’s exterior site and building lighting plan, including illuminated exterior signage (i.e., LED) billboards, event panels and other light producing elements.


· Project Approvals: More explanation concerning the approvals sought should be provided in the SEIR. Clarify what specific amendments would be sought to the Mission Bay South Design for Development, and what modifications to Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan and Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan would be needed. Regarding modifications to the Mission Bay South Design for Development, the proposed project would seek: (1) a height increase for the Events Center to be located on Blocks 30 and 32, (2) a second 160-foot-tall tower on the site where only one 160-foot tower is allowed; (3) exceptions to the bulk limits and tower separation for many of the structures on the site; (4) exceptions to the required view corridor in the center of the project site, east of Campus Way; and (5) exceptions to parking and loading requirements.


· Project Approvals: The SEIR should state that approval is needed from the University of California to release the Warriors from a view easement located along the Campus Way axis, extending 100 feet into the site from Third Street, to enable the Warriors to develop within this view easement.


· Project Approvals: Explain the “Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB 900) application,” its purpose, practical application, its benefit to the project, and any consequences for member of the public, including UCSF. 





			Chapter 4, Plans and Policies


			· Identify City Ordinances that are superseded. SEIR should identify all planning ordinances since 1998 with which the project will not comply and explain the consequences of non-compliance so that the deficiencies in the project are clear.





			Section 5.1, Impact Overview


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Approach: Explain in detail the basis for this proposed approach, and to ensure the project SEIR fully discloses and analyzes all new or more severe significant environmental effects than those analyzed in the previous environmental documentation. 


· Cumulative: In Initial Study, the following plans were not discussed: Western SOMA Community Plan, Central Corridor Plan, Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan. Need to be incorporated in order to make sure the plan works not just for the people who will be coming into and out of the arena, but the people that surround the arena.


· Cumulative: Consider all residential and commercial projects in Environmental Planning's pipeline and planned to be in construction during time of the Warriors project. Daggett Place will have over 400 units, and proposed residential housing at the Corovan site and at 1601 Mariposa; in total over a 1,000 residential units.












			Table 2-1 (Continued)
Summary of Scoping Comments addressed in the SEIR





			SEIR Section


			Comment





			Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation


			The SEIR/ Traffic Impact Study should include:


· Vicinity, regional, and site plan and site circulation maps. 


· Project related trip generation, distribution, and assignment, with assumptions supported with appropriate documentation. 


· Average daily traffic, a.m. and p.m. peak hour volumes, and LOS on all roadway where impacts may occur for existing, existing plus project, cumulative, and cumulative plus project.


· Cumulative analysis should consider all existing plus future traffic generating developments.


· Identify project contribution to area traffic and degradation to existing/cumulative LOS.


· Include turning traffic per study intersection for all scenarios both during game and commute traffic periods.


· Event center should assume year round operation at full seat capacity during both game and commute traffic periods.


· Schematic illustration of traffic conditions including project site and area roadways, trip distribution percentages and volumes as well as intersection geometrics for all scenarios.


· Evaluation of project consistency with the General Plans Circulation Element and Congestion Management Agency's Congestion Management Plan (CMP).





			


			The Transportation Management Plan (TMP) component of the Project Description should address the following:


· TMP should be required as a condition of approval.


· TMP should include discussion about traffic management, traffic routing, use of PCOs, location of parking facilities, and parking operations management.


· Parking, traffic and transit assumptions used to develop TMP analyses.


· Specific measures to reduce traffic, planned traffic management of pre- and post-events, traffic routing, lane closures, use of Parking Control Officers (PCOs) and other measures to ensure project traffic and transit impacts will not affect operations at critical facilities, including UCSF.


· Identify when operational measures are triggered.


· Include locations and quantities of parking spaces needed to serve GSW project.


· Don't assume use of UCSF's parking facilities by the GSW project since there is no agreement. UCSF facilities should not be listed in TMP unless an agreement with UCSF is reached.


· TMP does not presently consider traffic flow of event patrons parked at locations other than the event center. The TMP should consider how traffic will be managed at other parking locations.


· TMP/SEIR should consider how traffic will be managed to facilitate traffic, transit, pedestrian and bicycle flow for adjacent and nearby uses that are not destined for the event center, including UCSF patients, visitors, employees and residents and other nearby residents and visitors to nearby uses.


· UCSF encourages smart parking management (e.g., patrons likely to arrive from north receive parking spaces to north of project site; patrons likely to arrive from south receive parking spaces to south of project site).


· TMP should identify mechanisms for monitoring traffic impacts to surrounding streets and impacts to UCSF campus, including impacts to private vehicles, transit, emergency vehicles, UCSF shuttles, pedestrians and bicyclists.





			Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			· Any modifications to the TMP should require a public process for stakeholders, including UCSF, to comment.


· Measures contained in the TMP that are relied upon as mitigation for the project's impacts must be binding and enforceable.


· Any road closures to vehicle or pedestrian traffic must have provisions to allow residents of the Madrone and Radiance communities (on Mission Bay Boulevard North) to get in and out of the general area.


· The easement area between the Madrone building and Radiance building, into which Bridgeview [Way] runs must have traffic management control in place to close off vehicle and pedestrian traffic except to residents of these two communities.


· Bridgeview [Way] north of the arena must be closed off to all foot traffic and enforced to avoid late night noise problems.


· PCOs supporting the Giants games are ineffective on Third Street currently, so hearing that PCO are a big part of the solution to the traffic issues on Third Street is not encouraging. PCOs need to be qualified and aggressively control vehicle and foot traffic with ability to change lights when necessary.


· Need more details on new shuttles from Van Ness, Ferry Building and 16th Street (how big and will they be of a sufficient number/size to make a difference?). Who is paying for the shuttles, MUNI, tax payers, Warriors fans, or Warriors?


· Mission Bay Master Plan has no provision for resident parking stickers. Residents living on Mission Bay Boulevard North need an exception on resident parking stickers.


· Warriors plan does not address the needs of the people living in the area to get in and out; people living in the area will be trapped, as they are when the Giants have a ball game.





			


			The SEIR should use the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and analyze:


· SEIR should include parking, traffic and transit assumptions used to develop TMP and SEIR analyses.


· SEIR should include the traffic, parking and transit assumptions used to develop the TMP and SEIR analyses, and include specifics about measures to reduce traffic, planned traffic management of pre- and post-events, traffic routing, lane closures, use of Parking Control Officers (PCOs) and other measures to ensure project traffic and transit impacts will not affect operations at critical facilities, including UCSF.


· TMP and SEIR should identify when operational measures are triggered.


· SEIR should analyze whether measures in the TMP would be effective in reducing vehicle trips, managing traffic and circulation impacts, whether modifications to the TMP should be made, or whether the project should be modified to eliminate or minimize significant impacts.


· SEIR should analyze the effect of any TMP-proposed lane closures on vehicle, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation.


· SEIR should evaluate effectives of the TMP; identify what significance standard applies in evaluating the effectiveness of the TMP and in determining whether mitigation measures are needed.





			


			The SEIR analysis should include:


· Construction Impacts on State Highway System: Include impacts from construction traffic on state highway system.


· Construction Effects on Transportation: Removal of 350,000 cubic yards of soil from the site will add approximately 10,000 – 20,000 heavy truck trips to the neighboring streets, depending on the capacity of the dump trucks used for hauling. The traffic and safety impacts of these trips should be analyzed in SEIR.





			Section 5.2 Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			The SEIR analysis should include:


· Construction Assumptions: Construction-related assumptions should be based on conservative assumptions that disclose impacts, including for road closures, staging, construction employee parking, etc. on surrounding streets.


· Cumulative Construction: Construction associated with electrification of Caltrain and construction of new commercial space will impact traffic well past the targeted Warriors opening date.


· Identify what Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures are proposed to reduce vehicular travel in the area.


· TDM measures should be required as mitigation measures and as conditions of approval.


· Secondary impacts to pedestrian and bicyclists from any traffic impact mitigation measures should be analyzed.


· Parking, Traffic and Transit Assumptions: Include parking, traffic and transit assumptions used to develop traffic analyses.


· Project Traffic at Off-site Parking Locations: TMP does not consider traffic flow of event patrons parked at located other than at the event center. SEIR should consider how traffic will be managed at other parking locations.


· Non-Project Traffic/Transit/Pedestrian/Bicycle Flow: Consider how traffic will be managed to facilitate traffic, transit, pedestrian and bicycle flow for adjacent and nearby uses that are not destined for the event center, including UCSF patients, visitors, employees and residents and other nearby residents and visitors to nearby uses.


· Transportation/Circulation Impacts to FibroGen [409 and 499 Illinois Street]: Disclose transportation and circulation impacts to FibroGen, given the primary GSW access for cars and trucks is via 16th Street, as is FibroGen's main artery for access to its own parking garage.


· Project Impacts to Public Transit: Disclose impacts to public transit, given currently constrained nature, and consider any existing and future system constraints.


· Avoid 16th Street. UCSF encourages east/westbound event traffic to be routed to the south of the UCSF Mission Bay campus site to the extent possible – i.e., onto Mariposa Street, rather than onto 16th Street which bisects the UCSF Mission Bay campus site and which will have a reduced vehicular capacity given the planned public transit-only lanes on 16th Street in the future. Avoid 16th Street during the 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. peak period when UCSF employees are leaving the site and an employee shift change occurs at the hospitals.


· Off-Peak Period Traffic: Given the atypical characteristics of the proposed project, whereby a large number of vehicles is expected to arrive/leave the area in a relatively short amount of time, and the greatest amount of traffic generated by the Event Center is likely to occur outside of the 4 p.m. to 6 p.m. period, clearly identify the peak periods and what significance standard is appropriate to apply in this situation to determine the significance of traffic impacts.


· Cumulative Impacts at MB South Intersections UCSF’s recently certified 2014 LRDP FEIR identified potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impacts at several key intersections in the Mission Bay South Area that could result from events at the Warriors’ Event Center. These impacts should be further analyzed in the SEIR.





			


			The SEIR cumulative analysis of UCSF/Mission Rock Project/AT&T events/Warriors project should include:


· Identify the basis for assumptions regarding the frequency and times of day of dual events (i.e., events at Warriors’ Event Center concurrent with events at AT&T Park).


· Disclose cumulative impacts of use of UCSF hospital or other facilities when either or both Giants/Warriors games or other events occur at the same time.





			Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			· Consider traffic volume increases associated with the Mission Rock project and future closure of Terry François Boulevard (when it is reconfigured when Mission Rock project is completed.


· There will be increase in GSW project traffic on Mission Bay Blvd North with future closure of Terry François Boulevard when it is reconfigured when the Mission Rock project is completed.





			


			The SEIR analysis should include:


· Taxi/Valet Exiting Plan. Provide comprehensive pedestrian exiting plan illustrating how taxi and valet parking along Terry François Blvd. will be accessed and announced. The elevator cores near the corners of South St. and Terry François Blvd. are not easily visible from the sidewalk. Unclear access to and from taxi and valet parking areas may result in patrons finding other locations to find taxis which may cause pedestrian flows through UCSF campus.


· Quantitative Pedestrian Flow/Circulation Modeling: Conduct quantitative pedestrian flow/circulation modeling to validate the required size and location of pedestrian routes approaching and within the site to ensure that pedestrians will not spill over sidewalks into roadways and/or the UCSF campus, impacting campus operations, vehicular access or otherwise.


· Pedestrian Barrier on 3rd Street. Request a pedestrian barrier along 3rd street within the central median be studied to mitigate pedestrian jay-walking across 3rd street onto the UCSF Mission Bay campus site.


· Bicycle Facilities: Evaluate whether the event center will provide adequate bicycle facilities to promote access by bike, including wayfinding signage, valet service, bikeshare, and promotion of the Bay Trail for arena access.


· Bicycle Parking Requirements: Current Planning Code for arena calls for bicycle parking spaces for 5% of venue capacity, of which 75% must be attended. If bicycle mode share assumptions are changed to 5-6%, which is plausible, there will be insufficient parking available under the terms of the 1998 FSEIR. The GSW design at Mission Bay should comply with current code by providing parking comparable to the earlier Piers 30-32 design.


· Bicycle Parking and Pedestrian Improvements: Project should be encouraged to mitigate any transportation impacts through bicycle and pedestrian improvements and infrastructure, including new crosswalks, wider sidewalks, special signals, bike lanes or paths with color treatment or protection, signal synchronization and priority for users other than motorists, and on-site bicycle parking commensurate with expected bicycle mode share. SEIR should study project variants that consider a robust bicycle transportation plan in line with the City's own mode share goals.


· Central Subway and Caltrain Electrification: SEIR will assume completion of the Central Subway and Caltrain electrification by the time the Warriors’ proposed project is completed in 2018. This may be a faulty assumption, as the Central Subway is not scheduled for completion until 2019, and Caltrain Electrification is not scheduled to be completed until late 2020 at the earliest. Therefore, the potential impacts of the proposed project before these improvements are in place needs to be analyzed.


· Travel Demand Assumptions: For the estimates of travel demand of Warriors games, data from Oracle Arena should not be used exclusively. Oracle Arena is located a distance from major employment centers, is accessed via a congested freeway, and has limited on-site pre-game dining options. Conversely, the proposed project is located adjacent to downtown San Francisco and will be providing thousands of square feet of new restaurant space. As such, it is likely that game patrons traveling to the project will arrive several hours prior to events and thus will overlap with the evening peak commute hours. Additional data from similar urban arenas (such as Staples Center in Los Angeles) should be reviewed.





			Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			The SEIR analysis should include:


· Travel Demand Assumptions: Given the proliferation of Uber and other so-called “ride-sharing” services, these modes of travel need to be accounted for in the trip generation and the site planning.


· Mode Share: GSW indicate mode share will be 35% transit, 55% auto, 2% bike, 4% walk and 4% taxi/shuttle/etc., derived from Giants and Kings, however, Kings arena is located well outside downtown, and Giants ballpark seats more than twice and operates at different times in different seasons. Provide evidence for assumptions. Consider split data from SFMTA 2011 mode share survey for Zone 1 (5% bike mode share). 


· Mode Share: When Giants came, they said it was going to be a commuter-only park, with no parking - we all know what happened. So, recommend setting a lower goal on parking load (e.g., reduce from 55% to 25%) because you are going to go over it no matter what you do.


· Bicycle Mode Share: The TMP assumes a 2% bicycle mode share for the GSW 2018 opening, despite Mission Bay's 5% bicycle mode share and City goals for 8% bicycle mode share by 2018 and 20% by 2020. SEIR should resolve the TDM mode share assumptions with existing data for the City and neighborhood and the City's goals for growing bicycle mode share by 2020.


· Bicycle Mode Share: To account for more accurate mode share, rely on the Waterfront Transportation Assessment (WTA). WTA Phase 2 (SOMA/Mission Bay/Central Waterfront Transportation Needs and Solutions Analysis) should be used to determine real transportation impacts across all modes to achieve more realistic bicycle mode share. WTA estimates a 30% increase in total trips in Mission Bay, 20% of which are predicted to be by bike.


· Caltrain Station: Recognize importance of Caltrain Station at 22nd Street. Trip from this station to the arena is roughly as long as trip from Montgomery BART to Giants ballpark.


· Traffic Analysis to Account for UCSF Peak Evening Shifts. The analysis should consider the number of UCSF employees leaving/arriving from the UCSF campus, especially the employee shift change at the UCSF hospitals which would be coincident with Event Center patron arrivals for peak (evening) events.


· Traffic Pinch Points in Mission Bay: Mission Bay has limited street capacity, with certain pinch points at the I-280 on/off ramps, the 16th Street / 7th Street intersection at the Caltrain crossing, and the Fourth Street and Third Street bridges. Interventions at these pinch points are critical to facilitating traffic flow in and out of Mission Bay.


· Traffic Pinch Points: I-280/Mariposa interchange already challenging; addition of traffic from UCSF, and an additional traffic light between I-280 and 3rd Street will make this additionally difficult.


· Impacts on I-80/I-280: Concerned about impacts on I-80 and I-280 on-ramp and off-ramp locations; suggest updated counts at on- and off-ramp locations, including special event data counts.


· Project Impact on Emergency Vehicle Access/Response: Evaluate the extent to which patients in private vehicles and public transit to the UCSF Mission Bay campus site may be delayed or otherwise encounter difficulties reaching the hospital or emergency room due to Event Center traffic congestion on roadways, or queues on the I-280 off-ramp to Mariposa Street. Evaluate the extent to which emergency vehicles may be delayed reaching the hospital emergency room. Mitigation measures and/or improvement measures should be identified.


· Project Impact on Emergency Vehicle Access/Response: The SEIR should evaluate the potential impacts on emergency response in the area, particularly given the project’s proposal to close a portion of Third Street to through traffic after events, and given vehicular queues and traffic congestion that are likely to occur both before and after events. Even with parking control officers to direct traffic, UCSF is concerned that traffic 





			Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			The SEIR analysis should include:


congestion may inhibit the movement of emergency vehicles needing to access the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room, due to vehicular queues on streets as well as queues on the I-280 off-ramp to Mariposa Street. In addition, patients who need to each the hospital or emergency room may be in private vehicles, which would not have the benefit of sirens/lights to facilitate their movement through congested traffic. For these reasons, the potential for delay to hospital/emergency room access needs to be considered, as access must be unimpeded 24/7.


· Event Center Light Impact on Operation of UCSF Helipad: Outdoor animated lighting, strobe lighting, or Hollywood-style search lights during special events, should be discussed and impacts on adjacent land uses analyzed, including potential impacts on operations of the new helipad located atop the Medical Center at Mission Bay. 


· Construction Effects on UCSF Helicopter Use. Analyze the potential for construction cranes to interfere with air medical access to the UCSF hospital helipad. Construction cranes for the proposed Warriors’ project would be in or in close proximity to the UCSF helicopter flight paths as the UCSF hospital and helipad will be operational in February 2015.


· Ferry Terminal: Addition of a new ferry terminal to support the event center worth considering; would relieve vehicular traffic and crowded MUNI system.


· UCSF Parking Facilities: Do not assume use of UCSF's parking facilities by the GSW project since there is no agreement.


· Parking Demand: Identify the parking demand resulting from the proposed project, particularly during events, and whether parking demand would be met by on- and off-site parking facilities.


· On-Site Parking Supply: Lack of on-site parking will create the circulation of several thousand private vehicles with no place to park.


· On-Site Parking Management/Use: Use smart parking management (patrons likely to arrive from north receive parking spaces to north of project site; patrons likely to arrive from south receive parking spaces to south of project site).


· On-Site Parking Management/Use: Identify how many on-site parking spaces would be available to event patrons vs. to the users of the office and retail space.


· Parking Supply/Demand Assessment: CEQA does not foreclose a detailed parking supply/demand study for planning and informational purposes, as well as analysis of queuing for parking spaces. EIR should include a parking supply/demand assessment and disclose any parking shortfalls, review area-wide parking conditions, the effects of vehicles circling looking for parking, and queues at all designed event parking facilities.





			


			The SEIR mitigation measures should include:


· Project's fair share contribution, financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should be fully disclosed for all proposed mitigation measures.


· Required roadway improvements should be completed prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy.


· Consider mitigation measures to reduce project impacts on I-80 and I-280.


· Describe any pedestrian and bicycle mitigation measures and safety countermeasures needed to maintain and improve access to transit facilities and reducing vehicle trips and traffic impacts on State Highways.


· Contraflow Lane Mitigation: Should traffic congestion warrant, the analysis should consider contraflow lanes as mitigation or improvement measures. One possibility is the coning of westbound Mariposa Street to temporarily enable three lanes westbound, rather than two lanes, to facilitate traffic flow onto I-280. This should be considered along with possible interventions on the I-280 onramp to facilitate traffic flow.





			Section 5.3, Noise 


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· General: The SEIR should identify noise mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant noise impacts, including impacts on sensitive receptors at UCSF’s residential and medical facilities.


· Outdoor Event Noise: Analyze impacts from amplified sound equipment to be used for outdoor events in the main plaza nearby facilities. The SEIR should include information on outdoor events, including decibel limits and monitoring, audio/visual design with potential to impact occupants of the UCSF campus, including sensitive receptors in nearby campus housing, medical facilities or operations. Include mitigation measures designed to prevent any potentially significant noise impacts.


· Event Center Noise: Analyze the potential for noise leakage from the Event Center structure, particularly during concerts, and associated impacts on adjoining land uses.


· Operational Traffic and Emergency Generator Noise Effects on FibroGen: FibroGen should be treated as sensitive noise receptor; SEIR should disclose noise impacts from traffic and circulation from GSW patrons, employees and deliveries; and diesel generators (in event of power outage).


· Construction Noise and Vibration Effects on FibroGen: FibroGen operations, sensitive instrumentation, laboratories, and chemicals are highly sensitive to noise and vibration. Project should be conditioned so that pile driving is prohibited and driller augers are instead required; and SEIR should analyze noise and vibration impacts of drilled augers.


· Cumulative Construction Noise: UCSF’s recently certified 2014 LRDP FEIR identified a potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative noise impact from concurrent UCSF/Warriors’ construction projects. This should be further analyzed in the Draft EIR.





			Section 5.4, Air Quality


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Air Pollutant Exposure: Neighborhoods adjacent to freeways (as indicated in BAAQMD and SFDPH maps), through which project traffic will travel, will experience exacerbated levels of particulate matter and other pollutants, worsening an already dangerous health situation. City will be reducing capacity further on many streets; lines of congestion will stretch further; dispersing particulates through residential and work areas. This must be studied, quantified, and an abatement plan discussed.


· Construction Air Quality Effects on FibroGen: FibroGen has had to significantly increase the frequency with which it changes its air filters, and has experienced significant amounts of dust and dirt on its windows and walls throughout the UCSF hospital construction. GSW project to be even more impactful to FibroGen. SEIR should conservatively analyze construction air quality impacts.


· Operational Air Quality Effects on FibroGen: Analyze traffic-related air quality effects on FibroGen.


· Cumulative Construction Air Quality Effects: UCSF’s recently certified 2014 LRDP FEIR identified potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative air quality impacts from concurrent construction projects and concurrent operations of the UCSF Mission Bay campus site and the Warriors’ Event Center. These impacts should be further analyzed in the Draft EIR.





			Section 5.6, Wind and Shadow


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Wind and shadow impacts on UCSF facilities should be analyzed, particularly in areas heavily used by pedestrians, such as Gene Friend Way near Third, and the 16th/4th Streets campus gateway.


· Proposed height increase exceptions, if granted, would have impacts on wind and shadows.





			Section 5.7, Utilities and Service Systems


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Impact on Mariposa Pump Station: The UCSF 2014 LRDP FEIR identified an issue with the Mariposa Pump Station that has yet to be resolved with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission staff (see UCSF 2015 LRDP EIR, pp. 7-98 through 7-100 and pg. 10-15). The proposed Warriors’ project may contribute to a cumulative impact and this should be analyzed in the SEIR.


· Operational Impacts to Other Utilities: Analyze operational impacts to public infrastructure within streets right-of-way.


· Construction Impacts to Other Utilities: Analyze construction impacts to public infrastructure within streets right-of-way.





			Section 5.8, Public Services


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Security/Crowd Management/Quality of Life Issues: The SEIR should discuss the project’s plan for crowd management, nighttime hours of operation, and provisions for sufficient on-site and off-site security and maintenance personnel, public restrooms and trash receptacles.


· Security/Crowd Management/Quality of Life Issues: The SEIR should discuss project impacts to law enforcement service ratios/response times; assess fan violence, proliferation of alcohol-related uses, riots; and solid waste management.


· Public Intoxication: Consideration must be given to control unorderly behavior, such as intoxication and public urination (e.g., Giants fans using China Basin Channel (also known as Mission Creek) for restroom.


· Litter: Consideration must be given to the handling of event related materials that can be littered around the area (not just adjacent streets)


· Graffiti: Project may result in increases in graffiti/damage in area buildings.


· Evacuation Plan for Emergency Response. SEIR should discuss evacuation plan for emergency response, including law enforcement, and make that plan an enforceable mitigation measure. 


· Construction Effects on Public Services. Evaluate construction effects on law enforcement, fire, emergency services and solid waste (displacement of vermin, handling of construction materials).





			Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Project Trash Impact to Stormwater Quality: The SEIR should identify mitigation, such as additional trash receptacles and post-event trash pick-up radius exterior to the Warriors property line sufficient to avoid impacts on the water quality of the storm drain system.





			Chapter 7, Alternatives


			The SEIR should include an analysis of:


· Modified Site Plan: Evaluate alternatives that incorporate potential design changes that may be necessary to address significant traffic and circulation impacts (e.g., a reconfigured site plan that provides additional vehicular access s on Third Street and Terry A. François Blvd; additional modifications to freeway access; and modifications to existing public transportation to alleviate traffic concerns).












Table 2-2
Summary of Scoping Comments addressed in the INITIAL STUDY


			Initial Study Section


			Comment





			Section E.1, Land Use


			The EIR should include an analysis of: 


· Potential land use impacts should be included in the Draft SEIR, as the proposed Event Center would require a secondary use finding, multiple amendments to the applicable Design for Development and other variances.


· Given GSW project's significant scope and sensitivity of FibroGen use and operations, combined with other uses in the vicinity that have been constructed, disclose any potential land use incompatibilities with surrounding land uses. 





			Section E.2, Aesthetics


			The EIR should include an analysis of: 


· Increased Height/Massing Visual Impact: The numerous modifications proposed to the Mission Bay South Design for Development standards which would increase the height limit, the number of allowed towers on the site, increase building bulk beyond current limits, and eliminate a view corridor, warrants the analysis of aesthetic and view corridor impacts resulting from the proposed project, at least for the purpose of providing information to the public and decision makers.


· Exterior Lighting Impacts: Given the proximity of the proposed entertainment venue to sensitive receptors (i.e., UCSF hospital and residents), information about nighttime lighting at the Event Center, including the potential for outdoor animated lighting, strobe lighting, or Hollywood-style search lights during special events, should be discussed and impacts on adjacent land uses analyzed, including potential impacts on operations of the new helipad located atop the Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· Plaza and Retail Visual Impact: Visual impact of the Third Street Plaza and associated retail space being elevated above Third Street, 16th Street and South Street, rather than at street level where activation of the street is encouraged, and the expanse of blank parking garage walls fronting those streets.


· Retail Gatehouse Visual Impact: Retail Gatehouse is located in UCSF view easement and will have a visual impact.


· Construction Nighttime Lighting Effects: Construction-period nighttime lighting and impacts on adjacent land uses should be analyzed, and mitigation measures imposed as appropriate.





			Section E.3, Population and Housing


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Construction Employment Data: Construction job data presented in Initial Study probably dates back from the end of 2013; construction has gone up greatly over the last year; need to make sure outdated data is not used.





			Section E.4, Cultural and Paleontological Resources


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Mitigation for Cultural Resources: Contact appropriate regional archaeological Information Center. If archaeological inventory survey is required, prepare report detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey. Contact NAHC for a Sacred Lands File Check, and a list of appropriate Native American contacts for consultation concerning the project site and to assist in mitigation measures. Include in mitigation plan provisions for identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered archaeological resources, per CEQA Section 16064.5(f). Include in mitigation plan provisions for disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated, which are addressed in PRC 5097.98, in consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans. Include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in mitigation plan (see Health and Safety Code 7050.5, PRC 5097.98, and CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(e)).





			Section E.10, Recreation


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Project Increase in Use of Bayfront Park. Initial Study indicated there would not be any substantial increase in the use of existing parks and recreational facilities and would not lead to physical deterioration of existing recreational resources. However, plan for Bayfront Park never contemplated having 20,000 additional people coming into the neighborhood to use these parks.









Table 2-2 (Continued)
Summary of Scoping Comments addressed in the INITIAL STUDY


			Initial Study Section


			Comment





			Section E.11, Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste only)


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Solid Waste. There is a significant increase in solid waste handling as a result of the Giants; the burden of cleanup ends up on Mission Bay and not the City's general fund. Analysis of Warriors project should reflect the increase burden on Mission Bay community from increased solid waste.





			Section E.15, Hydrology and Water Quality


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Groundwater: Site is too wet; will not be able to successfully build underground parking.





			Section E.16, Hazards and Hazardous Materials


			The EIR should include an analysis of:


· Cumulative Construction-Related Hazardous Materials Impacts: Concerned about hazardous waste releases from all the cumulative construction that will be going on in the project area (within a 3 to 4 block radius) at the same time as the Warriors project.











Assembly Bill 900


The Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act (Assembly Bill 900 or AB 900)[footnoteRef:9] provides streamlining benefits under CEQA for privately-financed “environmental leadership development projects” located on an infill site that have been determined to generate thousands of full-time jobs and include state-of-the-art pollution reductions. Under this act, the lead agency must certify an EIR for an environmental leadership development project (leadership project) by January 1, 2016, as extended under Senate Bill (SB) 743, discussed below.  [9: 	California Public Resources Code 21178 et. seq.] 



The project sponsor (GSW Arena LLC, an affiliate of the Golden State Warriors LLC) applied to the governor of California for certification of the proposed project as a leadership project under AB 900, and the application was subject to public review from March 2, 2015 through April 1, 2015. Governor Jerry Brown certified the proposed project as a leadership project on _______________________. Certification indicates that the proposed project meets or will meet the requirements of a leadership project, which involves achieving all of the following conditions: (1) the project would result in a minimum investment of $100 million dollars in California upon completion of construction; (2) the project would create high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and help reduce unemployment; (3) the project would not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air Resources Board; (4) the project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation measures required pursuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the lead agency or another agency designated by the lead agency, and in the case of environmental mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will be monitored and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation; (5) the project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council; and (6) the project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project. 


The governor’s guidelines for streamlining judicial review under this act also require the following: the project is residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational in nature; the project upon completion will qualify for LEED Silver Certification at a minimum; the project will achieve at least 10 percent greater transportation efficiency than comparable projects; the project is located on an infill site in an urbanized area; and the project’s Draft EIR must be circulated for public review after the governor certifies the project for CEQA streamlining.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  	The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, California Jobs, Governor’s Guidelines for Streamlining Judicial Review Under the California Environmental Quality Act, available online at http://opr.ca.gov/s_californiajobs.php, accessed January 6, 2015.] 



The OCII has prepared an administrative record for the proposed project and associated CEQA review process in accordance with this act. All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record have been posted on, and are downloadable from, the following web site _________________, commencing with the date of the release of the Draft SEIR. The administrative record includes the Draft SEIR and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, the lead agency in the preparation of the Draft SEIR. In addition, a document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the release of the Draft SEIR that is a part of the record of the proceedings will be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within the timeframes specified by this act. The OCII encourages that written comments on the project be submitted in a readily accessible electronic format, so that it can make any comment available to the public within five days of its receipt.


Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21187, within 10 days of the Governor certifying the environmental leadership development project, the OCII issued a public notice on ___________, 2015 stating that the applicant has elected to proceed under Chapter 6.5 (commencing with Section 21178) of the Public Resources Code, which provides, among other things, that any judicial action challenging the certification of the EIR or the approval of the project described in the EIR is subject to the procedures set forth in Section 21185 to 21186, inclusive, of the Public Resources Code. 


AB 900, as modified by SB 743 described below, requires that trial-court CEQA challenges to such projects are subject to completion within 270 days of certification of the administrative record. This creates an accelerated timeframe for CEQA litigation. It applies to projects that have a certified EIR and are certified by the Governor as “environmental leadership development projects” by January 1, 2016. SB 743 extends the effectiveness of AB 900 until January 1, 2017.


Senate Bill 743


On September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed SB 743 (Chapter 386 of the 2013 California Legislation Session), which became effective on January 1, 2014.[footnoteRef:11] Among other provisions, SB 743 amends the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for urban infill projects and modifies AB 900 as discussed above. [11: 	SB 743 can be found on-line at: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743.] 



Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, “aesthetics and parking impacts of a residential, mixed- use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.”[footnoteRef:12] Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three criteria:[footnoteRef:13] [12: 	A “transit priority area” is defined in as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. ]  [13:  	See Public Resources Code Section 21099(d).] 



a) The project is in a transit priority area; and 


b) The project is on an infill site; and


c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.


The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: the project is located in proximity to several transit routes, including SFMTA Muni Metro stops; the project is located on an infill site that has previously been developed with industrial and commercial uses, is surrounded by areas of either recently completed or planned urban development, and is zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ratio (FAR) greater than 0.75; and the project would be an employment center supporting a range of commercial uses.[footnoteRef:14] Thus, this SEIR does not consider either aesthetics or the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. [14: 	San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-Oriented Infill Project Criteria Checklist: Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, November 10, 2014. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



Public Resources Code Section 21099(d) states that a Lead Agency maintains the authority to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers and that aesthetics impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources. As such, there will be no change in the standard protocol used by OCII related to design and historic review for this project. The applicable urban design standards and guidelines governing the project site and proposed project — which are contained in the Mission Bay South Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan — would apply to the proposed project. Furthermore, the project would be subject to all applicable design review approvals under the South OPA, including Major Phase approval for Blocks 29-32 and Schematic Designs for each building and private open spaces. The design review process would consider relevant design and aesthetic issues. Project impacts on historical and cultural resources are addressed in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


The OCII recognizes that the public and decision makers nonetheless may be interested in information pertaining to the aesthetic and parking effects of a proposed project and may desire that such information be provided as part of the environmental review process. Therefore, Chapter 3, Project Description, includes graphic depictions of the project. However, this information is provided solely for informational purposes and is not used to determine the significance of the environmental impacts of the project, pursuant to SB 743. Similarly, Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the transportation analysis.


[bookmark: _Toc165175545]Contents and Organization of the EIR


This SEIR describes the proposed project and required approvals, analyzes potential environmental impacts of the proposed project and a project variant, identifies mitigation measures where those impacts are significant, identifies cumulative adverse impacts to which the proposed project could make a substantial contribution, and evaluates alternatives to the project that could avoid or reduce significant impacts while still meeting most of the project’s objectives. 


This SEIR is organized as follows:


· Chapter 1, Summary. This chapter summarizes the contents of the entire SEIR by presenting a concise overview of the project description and providing in a tabular format a summary of the environmental impacts that would result from the project, mitigation measures identified to reduce or avoid significant impacts. It also briefly describes the project variant and its impacts, and the alternatives to the proposed project.


· Chapter 2, Introduction. This chapter describes the environmental review process, the previous environmental review of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plans, the public and agency comments received on the scope of the SEIR, and the organization of the SEIR.


· Chapter 3, Project Description. This chapter discusses the project’s background, objectives, and location; describes the physical characteristics of the project, including both the construction and operational phases; and identifies required project approvals.


· Chapter 4, Plans and Policies. This chapter provides a summary of the applicable plans, policies, and regulations of the CCSF, regional, state, and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the project site, and discusses the proposed project’s consistency with those plans, policies, and regulations.


· Chapter 5, Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This chapter describes the project’s existing setting and environmental impacts with respect to transportation and circulation, noise and vibration, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, wind and shadow, utilities and service systems, public services, and hydrology and water quality. Each environmental topic is discussed in a separate section within this chapter, and each section identifies the thresholds of significance used to assess the severity of the impacts. Within each section, there is a summary of the relevant sections of the Mission Bay FSEIR, descriptions of the setting and regulatory framework, and impact analyses of both project-specific and cumulative impacts of the proposed project and a determination of the significance of each impact. For impacts determined to be significant, mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid those impacts are presented.


· Chapter 6, Other CEQA Issues. This chapter addresses any growth-inducing impacts that would result from the proposed project, the significant environmental effects of the project that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, and areas of known controversy.


· Chapter 7, Alternatives. This chapter presents and evaluates alternatives to the proposed project that could feasibly attain most of the project’s objectives as well as reduce identified significant adverse impacts of the project. It also identifies the environmentally superior alternative and describes other alternatives that were considered but rejected.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Chapter 8, Report Preparers. This chapter identifies the SEIR authors and consultants; project sponsor and consultants; and agencies and persons consulted.


· Appendices. The appendices include the Notice of Preparation, the complete Initial Study, and supporting technical information for the SEIR.
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[bookmark: _Toc410042691]Project Overview


GSW Arena LLC (GSW), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC, which owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (see Figure 3-1 for aerial photograph and Figure 3-2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). 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. Francois Boulevard on the east. The proposed event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. 


Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see Background, below). No amendment to the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan would be required, although the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to other documents (see Intended Uses of this EIR and Approvals Required, below). 


This Project Description is organized as follows: Section 3.2 presents the project objectives; Section 3.3 provides background information, including the development context for Mission Bay; Section 3.4 describes characteristics of the existing project site and vicinity; Section 3.5 provides a brief history of the Golden State Warriors and describes their existing operations and facilities; Section 3.6 present project characteristics, including a description of the proposed development plans at the project site, discussion of the proposed project operations and employment, and description of project construction details; Section 3.7 presents a number of graphic exhibits that have been prepared for the proposed development, and Section 3.8 describes the intended uses of this Subsequent EIR (SEIR) and lists the required approvals for the project.



INSERT FIGURE 3-1
Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay






INSERT FIGURE 3-2
Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay
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The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII, formerly the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency) and FOCIL-MB, LLC (formerly Catellus Development Corporation) are the co-sponsors of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan. The primary objectives of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan project sponsors as presented in the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 1998, were:[footnoteRef:2] [2:  	The land use program in the adopted Mission Bay plan was developed from the proposed plan plus a combination of plan variants described and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the environmental effects of the combination of plan variants would be similar to those of the proposed plan, and consequently, would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant effects identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the proposed plan. In addition, subsequent to plan adoption, the Mission Bay plan was subject to a number of minor revisions to the land use program. Addendums to the Mission Bay FSEIR similarly found that these revisions would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant effects identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the proposed plan. Also, subsequent to plan adoption, UCSF is increasing planned development on the UCSF campus, which has been the subject of separate CEQA review. Consequently, the specific estimates of land use development in the adopted Mission Bay plan are slightly different from that in the Mission Bay FSEIR Project Objectives presented here. However, the overall project objectives originally presented in the Mission Bay FSEIR are still substantively representative of the proposed Mission Bay plan. Please see Chapter 2, Introduction for additional detail. ] 



· Eliminating blighting influences and the correction of environmental deficiencies in the Project Area, including, but not limited to, abnormally high vacancies, abandoned buildings, incompatible land uses, depreciated or stagnant property values, and inadequate or deteriorated public improvements, facilities, and utilities.


· Retaining and promoting, within the City and County of San Francisco, academic and research activities associated with the University of California San Francisco, which seeks to provide space for existing and new programs and consolidate academic and support units from many dispersed sites at a single major new site which can accommodate the 2,650,000-gross sq. ft. program analyzed in the UCSF 1996 LRDP.


· Assembling of land into parcels suitable for modern, integrated development with improved pedestrian and vehicular circulation in the Project Area.


· Replanning, redesigning, and developing of undeveloped and underdeveloped areas which are improperly utilized.


· Providing flexibility in the development of the Project Area to respond readily and appropriately to market conditions.


· Providing opportunities for participation by owners in the redevelopment of their properties.


· Strengthening the community’s supply of housing by facilitating economically feasible, affordable housing through the installation of needed site improvements and expansion and improvement of the housing supply by the construction of approximately 6,090 market-rate units, including 1,700 units of very low-, low- and moderate-income housing.


· Strengthening the economic base of the Project Area and the community by strengthening retail and other commercial functions in the Project Area through the addition of approximately 1.5 million gross sq. ft. of retail space, a major hotel, and about 5,557,000 gross sq. ft. of mixed office, research and development, and light manufacturing uses.


· Facilitating emerging commercial-industrial sectors, including those expected to emerge or expand due to their proximity to the UCSF new site, such as research and development, biotechnical research, telecommunications, business service, multi-media services, and related light industrial through improvement of transportation access to commercial and industrial areas, improvement of safety within the Project Area, and the installation of needed site improvements to stimulate new commercial and industrial expansion, employment, and economic growth.


· Facilitating public transit opportunities to and within the Project Area to the extent feasible.


· Providing land in an amount of approximately 47 acres for a variety of open spaces.


· Achieving the objectives described above in the most expeditious manner feasible.


Consistent with the overall objectives of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, GSW’s objectives for the proposed Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Blocks 29-32 are to:


· Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment and convention purposes for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000-18,500, and expands opportunities for the City’s tourist, hotel and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


· Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


· Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


· Optimize public transit, pedestrian and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles, and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


· Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.


· Develop a project that creates a visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center in not in use, and enhances the project’s overall feasibility.


· Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of a world class 3,000-4,000 seat facility.


· Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900),[footnoteRef:3] as amended. [3:  	AB 900, effective January 1, 2012, provides streamlining benefits under CEQA for privately-financed projects located on an infill site that has been determined to generate thousands of jobs and include state-of-the-art pollution reductions.] 



[bookmark: _Toc410042693]Background


A detailed discussion of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan approval process (including OCII and OCII Commission), prior environmental review of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan (including the Mission Bay FSEIR), and the relationship of this SEIR to the Mission Bay FSEIR is presented in Chapter 2, Introduction. The following provides a description of applicable development controls in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, including those for the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc410042694]South Plan Area Development Controls


The land uses in the adopted Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan are generally illustrated in Figure 3-3. The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development standards for the project site at Blocks 29-32, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In accordance with the California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII[footnoteRef:4]; see Chapter 2, Introduction for additional detail. Together, the South Plan and South Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Plans.  [4:  	This was reaffirmed by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in 2012 (as part of the Successor Agency Legislation  Resolution No. 11-12 and Ordinance No. 214-12).] 



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


INSERT FIGURE 3-3
Land Uses in the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan


· 



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


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


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


The mitigation measures in the Mission Bays FSEIR are provided in Appendix MIT of this SEIR, which also indicates the specific measures applicable to the proposed project. Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 are described below.


South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29-32


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


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


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


South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29-32


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


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


Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include guidance that: street level frontage should provide visually interesting features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street.
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The approximate 300-acre Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area is located along San Francisco's central Bay waterfront, straddling Mission Creek Channel. In general, the plan area is bounded by Townsend Street to the north, Interstate 280 and Seventh Street to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east. 


Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), retail, and educational/institutional uses and open space. As of 2014, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) were complete, with another 900 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area (approximately 39 percent) was complete. Approximately 82 percent of the previously-approved 2.65 million-square-foot UCSF North Campus has been developed, including six research buildings, a campus community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center opened in early 2015. In addition, in November 2014, UCSF approved the Final UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan, which provides for additional planned development on the UCSF campus at Mission Bay through 2035. The City’s new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets also became operational in April 2015. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have also been completed.


[bookmark: _Toc410042697]Project Site and Existing Uses


Figure 3-4 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area. The project site consists of the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 


The ground surface elevations at the project site range between approximately 1 foot to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD),[footnoteRef:5] roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet above mean sea level. The existing site slopes gently down from west to east towards the Bay.[footnoteRef:6] Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.[footnoteRef:7] Chain link fencing is installed on the perimeter of the project site and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  [5:  	For purposes of this SEIR, existing ground elevations are as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. ]  [6:  	Along the north site border, the site slopes down approximately 2 feet between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Along the site south border, the site slopes down approximately 3.5 feet between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.]  [7:  	Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, April 11, 2014.] 
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The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and the UCSF Global Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the 


INSERT FIGURE 3-4
Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity






project site fronting along Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital, and Benioff Children’s Hospital, which opened in February 2015. Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF (Blocks 33 and 34), which is planned for office space development starting in 2016.


Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, is a recently-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing FibroGen Life Science and other biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another recently-constructed six-story office building (499 Illinois Street) with biotech and UCSF clinical uses. Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate Equities) and planned for development of office space in 2015, a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard are salesforce.com-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. 


The planned Bayfront Park is located on Mission Bay Plan parcels P21 through P24, located northeast, east and partially south of the project site. The north portion of the park (P21, located east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, between Mission Bay Boulevard South and just south of Pierpoint Lane) is complete, and includes a landscaped parking lot and boat launch. The currently undeveloped central portion of the Bayfront park is located east of the project site across Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on P22, from just south of Pierpoint Lane to just south of 16th Street). This portion of the park presently includes a paved trail (which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. Construction of the south portion of Bayfront Park (on P23 and P24), located west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th Street and Mariposa Street, is currently underway in 2015 and scheduled for completion in 2016.


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


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


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


South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. 


Bridgeview Way, a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and north of the project site. 


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


See description of South Plan improvements planned in the vicinity of the project site, including the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and public access improvements at Bayfront Park, below.


[bookmark: _Toc410042699]Golden State Warriors Background


[bookmark: _Toc410042700]History and Relationship to San Francisco Bay Area


The Warriors were founded in 1946 as the Philadelphia Warriors, one of the 11 original teams of the Basketball Association of America (BAA). The Warriors are one of only three charter members of the BAA still in existence, along with the Boston Celtics and the New York Knickerbockers (Knicks). The Warriors hold the distinction of winning the BAA’s first ever championship, claiming the title in the inaugural 1946–47 season by defeating the Chicago Stags. The BAA merged with the National Basketball League (NBL) in 1949, forming the National Basketball Association (NBA). The Warriors won their first NBA championship in Philadelphia in the 1955–56 season, beating the Fort Wayne Pistons.


In 1962, the Warriors franchise was relocated to San Francisco and renamed the San Francisco Warriors. The Warriors played most of their home games at the Cow Palace in Daly City (just south of the San Francisco city limit) from 1962–64 and at the San Francisco Civic Auditorium[footnoteRef:8] from 1964–66, as well as several home games in 1966 at the University of San Francisco War Memorial Gymnasium. The Warriors also played home games at several other Bay Area locations in the 1960s, including Richmond, San Jose, Stockton and Sacramento. When the Oakland-Alameda County Coliseum Arena (Coliseum Arena) opened in 1966, the Warriors began scheduling an increasing number of home games at that facility. The Warriors reached the NBA playoffs in 1964, 1967 through 1969, and 1971 (their final season as the San Francisco Warriors).  [8:  	The San Francisco Civic Auditorium is now named the Bill Graham Civic Auditorium.] 



The San Francisco Warriors changed their name to the Golden State Warriors for the 1971–72 season, in part to acknowledge the team’s fan base that had extended throughout Northern California, and played the majority of their home games that season at the Coliseum Arena. The Warriors made the NBA playoffs every season from 1972 to 1977 (excluding 1974), and won their first NBA championship on the West Coast in the 1974–75 season. The Warriors have since reached the playoffs nine additional times (1987, 1989, 1991, 1992, 1994, 2007, and 2013 through 2015). The Warriors have played home games exclusively in the Coliseum Arena since 1972, with the exception of a one-year hiatus (1996–97 season) in which they played at the San Jose Arena[footnoteRef:9] while the Coliseum Arena was remodeled.[footnoteRef:10] In 2014-15, the Warriors celebrated their 54th season in the Bay Area.  [9:  	The San Jose Arena is now named the SAP Center. ]  [10:  	The Coliseum Arena was renamed The Arena in Oakland in 1997, the Oakland Arena in 2004, and Oracle Arena (present name) in 2006.] 



[bookmark: _Toc410042701]Existing Golden State Warriors Basketball Operations and Facilities


The Golden State Warriors are one of 30 franchised basketball teams in the NBA. The current league organization divides the teams into two conferences of three divisions with five teams each. The Golden State Warriors play within the Western Conference, Pacific Division.


Typically, the NBA preseason runs approximately two weeks in mid-October, the NBA regular season between late October and mid-April, and NBA playoff season runs from mid-April through mid-June. The Golden State Warriors currently play approximately 8 preseason games per season, 2 to 3 of which are home games. The Warriors play 82 regular season games per season, consisting of 41 home games and 41 away games. In the event of reaching the playoffs, the Golden State Warriors would play in up to four best-of-seven series playoff rounds (i.e., First Round, Semi-Conference Finals, Conference Finals, and NBA Finals), with approximately half of the playoff games in their home court.


As indicated above, the Golden State Warriors currently play their home games at Oracle Arena, located at 7000 Coliseum Way in Oakland. Oracle Arena is owned by the Oakland-Alameda County Coliseum Authority (City of Oakland and Alameda County) and operated by Anschutz Entertainment Group (AEG). The Golden State Warriors currently maintain a lease agreement to play their basketball games at Oracle Arena through the NBA 2016–17 season. Oracle Arena’s maximum seating occupancy is 19,596 for basketball games, including 72 luxury suites. Oracle Arena also includes 3 exclusive clubs, 5 concourses, a box office, and team stores. Oracle Arena is located adjacent to the Oakland–Alameda County Coliseum (O.co Coliseum), and collectively, this complex offers parking for 10,000 vehicles. 


The Golden State Warriors organization maintains approximately 150 full-time employees, consisting of the team’s basketball players, basketball operations staff (including General Manager, coaching and training staff, and scouts); medical team; an executive board and executive management; media and broadcasting staff; and numerous operations and support services, including but not limited to, marketing, finance, ticket sales/operations/services, public and community relations, hospitality services, and administration.


The Golden State Warriors currently lease their management offices and practice facility at the Oakland Convention Center at 1011 Broadway in downtown Oakland (these facilities are built atop the Convention Center’s parking garage). These facilities provide approximately 16,000 square feet of office space, 2½ full length basketball courts, and supporting facilities (e.g., weight room, locker rooms, and lounge).


[bookmark: _Toc410042702]Project Characteristics


This section describes the characteristics of the proposed project, including detailed descriptions of the proposed facilities and operations, as well as project construction. 
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Development Plan Overview


Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 3-5 presents the conceptual project site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights. Table 3-1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.


Event Center


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[footnoteRef:11] at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations. The event center building would consist of nine levels (Event, Ground, Mezzanine, Main Concourse, Suite, Theater/Loge, Upper Concourse, Bayfront Terrace and Mechanical). The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms; spectator support facilities such as food service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices, practice facility and locker rooms; command center and operations space for police/security, fire protection services and traffic control; media support facilities; and event center operations such as loading, staging and marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities.  [11:  	All building heights in this SEIR measured from finished grade to top of building. Please see footnote “e” in Table 3-1 for additional detail.] 
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Table 3-1
summary of proposed Project Facilities AND DESIGN FEATURES


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seatsa





			Size


			Total GSF





			Event Centerb


Golden State Warriors Office Space


Office Space


Retail Spacec


Parking and Loading


Total Building Area


			750,000


25,000


580,000


125,000


    475,000


1,955,000 GSFd





			Heighte,f/Levels 


Event Center 


Office and Retail Buildings






Retail-only Buildings 


			


135 feet


160 feet (11 stories) total [90-foot (6-story) podiums with 70-foot (5story) towers above]; retail uses within street level and plaza-level floors 


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





			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 trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street


Access point for autos on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet. 





a	Presented maximum seating capacity is for basketball games. However, as discussed under Proposed Operations and Employment, below, there would other types of events at the event center, including certain concerts and conventions, that would be able to accommodate a maximum attendance of up approximately 18,500 patrons with the addition of floor seats and/or standing room-only spaces (see Table 3-3 for more detail). 


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


c	Proposed retail uses are approximately 51,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 11,000 quick-service restaurant, and 62,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.


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


e	All building heights in this SEIR, unless otherwise noted, are measured from finished grade to top of building, consistent with the South Design for Development guidelines. Please note the project site would continue to be slightly sloped, as under existing conditions. Per the South Design for Development guidelines, building height measurements are taken at the median grade height for each building face, and the total building height is calculated by averaging the height of the individual building faces. 


f	Heights of proposed office and retail buildings exclude unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. Mechanical equipment and associated enclosure may be up to 20 feet above the rooftop of building. 





SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014, 2015












The event center would be programmed with a capacity of 18,064 seats for basketball games, approximately 70 percent of which would be general assigned seating. The remaining seating would consist of loge, club and suite seating, courtside seating, and seating for media and officials. A portion of the event center lower bowl would contain retractable seating to accommodate certain non-Golden State Warriors events requiring a larger floor area. In addition, for non-Golden State Warriors events with small attendance, the event center performance and seating areas could be reconfigured in a cut-down theater configuration, and event patron access managed to create the impression of a smaller venue space and more intimate experience for the performances. The event center would also include an ice slab to accommodate a range of ice-related events such as hockey games and Disney on Ice.[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  	The ice slab would consist of an ice floor, ice pits and trenches, and refrigeration equipment. For non-ice related events at the arena, insulated fiberglass panels would first be installed above the ice layer, after which wood parquet panels (to create the basketball court) or other appropriate flooring would be installed depending on type of event.] 



The event center would also include a “bayfront overlook,” an extension of the event center that would consist of multiple terraces and levels (upper pedestrian deck would be at 97 feet in elevation, and overlook roof would be at 122 feet in elevation), and provide views of the San Francisco skyline, Bay Bridge, Bay waters and East Bay shoreline. Portions of the bayfront overlook would connect to the interior of event center, and other portions of the overlook would connect to the main pedestrian path at the base of the event center via elevators.


(See Section 3.5.2, Proposed Operations, below, for a detailed description of proposed Golden State Warriors games and non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center).


Office and Retail Buildings


Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third and South Streets (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third and 16th Streets (southwest corner of the site). These buildings would each be 11 stories (160 feet tall at building rooftop[footnoteRef:13]); each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 5 podium levels (90 feet tall), with a 5story (70-foot tall) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy the lower floor(s) of the office and retail buildings. [13:  	Please see footnotes “e” and “f” in Table 3-1 for additional detail on building heights.] 



Gatehouse, Food Hall and Other Retail Amenities


Additional retail uses would front on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, located within or adjacent to certain plaza-facing areas of the event center, and along the main pedestrian path. A 2-story, 38-foot high “gatehouse” building located mid-point along Third Street would provide retail uses and house elevators/escalators connecting to parking facilities on lower floors. A 3-story, 41-foot high ”food hall” would be located at the corner of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. The food hall would provide house stalls for local vendors of food and beverage offerings or artisanal goods.


Plazas/Open Space


Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be designed within the site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 to 12 feet above Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site. These plazas would be connected by a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern sides of the event center. On the east side of the event center, the pedestrian path would offer a “bayfront overlook” to provide eastward views across the Bay. Another pedestrian path would wrap around the southwest portion of the event center.


[bookmark: _Toc398564702]Vehicle Parking Facilities


Table 3-2 summarizes proposed on-site vehicular parking facilities. Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (two below grade: Lower Parking Levels 1 and 2, and one at street level: Upper Parking Level) would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. A total of 950 vehicle parking spaces are proposed on-site. Parking is proposed to be provided for specialized groups including office parkers, VIPs and other patrons of the event center, retail and restaurant valet and self-parkers. Under the project, the South Design for Development, as amended, would specify the minimum and maximum number of parking spaces that would be provided for the event center and office uses, by building. The number of parking spaces provided for the event center would be reserved for event patrons at all times. The number of parking spaces provided for the office buildings may be made available for use by event patrons on a shared-parking basis (i.e., as available). The truck loading dock area (described under Loading Facilities, below) may also be used for VIP parkers during events. 


Table 3-2
On-site Vehicle Parking, by Level


			Parking Level


			Vehicular Parking





			


			Parking Spaces


			ADAa Spaces


			Total Spaces





			Upper Parking Level (street level)


			113


			4


			117





			Lower Parking Level 1 (below grade)


			370


			13


			383





			Lower Parking Level 2 (below grade)


			442


			8


			450





			Total 


			925


			25


			950











a	ADA = American’s with Disabilities Act accessible spaces 


SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014





For Golden State Warriors games, prepaid parking is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors ticketing process). An Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI) system may also be used for VIPs to access the garage. During non-event periods, a more traditional system using ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks would be utilized for self-parkers, while an AVI system would be available for on-site employees. Valet parking would also be available during event and nonevent periods. Additional information on proposed parking areas, by level, and vehicular access to proposed on-site parking facilities is described under Building Floor Plans, and Vehicular Access and Circulation, below.


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


Loading Facilities


Thirteen on-site truck loading docks are proposed to serve the event center and office and retail uses. The loading and service areas, including 13 truck loading docks, would be located on the Lower Parking Level 1. The dimensions of each loading space would be at least 10-feet wide and 35feet long, with 14 feet of vertical clearance. Additional information on vehicular access to proposed loading areas is described under Building Floor Plans, and Vehicular Access and Circulation, below. In addition to the 13 on-site below grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (8 spaces), Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (8 spaces), and 16th Street (1 space) to serve the office uses, and the restaurant and retail uses at Market Hall.  Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses.


Building Floor Plans


Figures 3-6 through 3-11 present project building floor plans for several representative floors for the site’s buildings, from low to high elevations.[footnoteRef:14] Figure 3-6 presents the floor plan for the subgrade Lower Parking Level 2. This level would be situated within the north and west sides of the project site and would provide 450 vehicle parking spaces. Auto vehicular ramps located on the north and south sides of the parking garage would provide access between this level and the Lower Parking Level 1 above. This level would also contain stairs and elevators for pedestrian access to/from upper floors. [14:  	Certain levels discussed here contain a range of elevations, depending on location and use. However, they are grouped, as feasible.] 



Figure 3-7 presents the floor plan for the subgrade Event Center Event Level/Lower Parking Level 1. The Event Level would contain the event center’s main exhibition floor, courtside and VIP seating, suites, lounge/club space, team practice facilities, and a variety of spectator and operations support facilities. The team practice facilities would also be located on this level in the northeast corner of the event center, and include two full-size basketball courts and supporting facilities. Separate truck loading and vehicle parking facilities would be provided on Lower Parking Level 1, with access to/from the Upper Parking Level by separate auto and truck ramps located on the south side of the site. Lower Parking Level 1 would provide 383 vehicle parking spaces distributed in the north, west, and southeast area portions of the site. A second truck ramp 
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Floor Plan – Event Center Event Level / Lower Parking Level 1
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Floor Plan – Ground Level / Upper Parking Level 
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Floor Plan – Event Center Mezzanine / Plaza Level
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would provide direct access between the main loading area and the event floor for loading/unloading at this location. Additional auto ramps (for use primarily by valet) would be located on the north side of the parking garage to provide access for autos between this level and the parking levels above and below.


Figure 3-8 presents the floor plan for the Ground Level / Upper Parking Level. Several street-level pedestrian entrances would be located on the Ground Level to access project buildings, including the “theater” entrance to the event center (as described above, this entrance would provide access to smaller capacity events), and entrances to the office and retail building lobbies, retail gatehouse building, and food hall. Additional team practice facilities and offices would also be located on this level. The Upper Parking Level would provide 117 vehicle parking spaces situated in the north and west portions of the site. The project driveway entrance on 16th Street at Illinois Street would provide separate auto and truck vehicle ramps (two lanes for autos, and two lanes for trucks) to provide access to/from the parking and loading areas on the Lower Parking Level 1 below. The project driveway entrance on South Street at Bridgeview Lane would provide access to parking spaces located on the north side of this Upper Parking Level; access to the parking spaces on the west side of this level would be accessed by a separate auto vehicular ramp from the Lower Parking Level 1 below. In addition, auto ramps (for use primarily by valet) would be located on the north side of the parking garage to provide vehicular access between this level and the Lower Parking Level 1 below. 


Figure 3-9 presents the floor plan for the Event Center Mezzanine / Plaza Level. The primary event patron ingress/egress for large attendance events at the event center would occur at the northwest entrance on this level. A separate VIP entrance to the event center would also be located on this level. Event center facilities on the Mezzanine level would include team management office space, additional practice team facilities, clubs, spectator and operations support uses, and fixed seating. Lobbies and various retail uses would be located within the office and retail podiums on this level, and additional retail uses would be within the gatehouse and food hall.


Figure 3-10 presents the floor plan for the Event Center Main Concourse / Office and Retail Building Level 1. The secondary event patron ingress/egress for large attendance events would occur at the southeast entrance to the event center on this level. Event center facilities on this level would include the main concourse, retail space, spectator support uses, and fixed seating. Office and retail space would be provided within the office and retail podiums on this level, with additional retail uses in the food hall. 


The Event Center Suite Level would primarily contain suites, spectator support facilities, and a concourse. The Event Center Loge Level would contain primarily loge boxes, spectator support facilities, and a concourse. The Event Center Upper Concourse Level would contain fixed seating, spectator support facilities, and concourse. 


Figure 3-11 presents the floor plan for the Event Center AHU (Air Handling Unit) / Office Tower Level. This figure presents a representative floor plan for the towers of the proposed office and retail buildings, showing the smaller floorplate of the towers in comparison to the podium structures, below. The Event Center Mechanical Level would provide private access to event center mechanical equipment located on this floor, including accommodation for heating, ventilation, and air conditioning.


Building Elevations


Figure 3-12 and 3-13 present elevation massing drawings of the proposed development for the east and north, and south and west perspectives, respectively.


Figure 3-12, top illustration, presents the east elevation (looking west towards Blocks 29-32 from Terry A. Francois Boulevard). The proposed event center, including its elevated bayfront terrace that would extend off the northeast side of the building, and the food hall fronting on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, are prominent in the foreground, behind which the proposed office and retail buildings would rise. The ground-level “theater” entrance to the event center is also visible in this illustration. Figure 3-12, bottom illustration, presents the north elevation (looking south towards Blocks 29-32 from South Street). In this illustration, the event center including its bayfront terrace, and the food hall (fronting on South Street) are visible, as well as the north parking garage entrance on South Street, and on the right-hand side are the two office and retail buildings.


Figure 3-13, top illustration, presents the south elevation (looking north towards Blocks 29-32 from 16th Street). The proposed event center, and the office and retail building at the corner of 16th and Third Streets dominate the foreground, and both the main garage/service entry and the event center theater entrance are visible from this perspective.


Figure 3-13, bottom illustration, presents the west elevation (looking east towards Blocks 29-32 from Third Street). In this illustration, the event center is visible behind the two office and retail buildings, gatehouse building, and the elevated Third Street Plaza. 


Bird-Safe Design


The project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe design measures that would reduce the potential effects of the proposed buildings, signage and lighting on birds. 


Vehicular Access and Circulation


As shown in the project site plan in Figure 3-5, all vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) or South Street (at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. The 16th Street driveway would be 48 feet wide and accommodate four 12-foot wide lanes (2 lanes dedicated for autos and 2 lanes dedicated for trucks). The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the garage. The South Street driveway would be 30 feet wide and accommodate three 10foot wide lanes. 


Event ingress would be only from the 16th Street driveway, while event egress would be through both the 16th and South Streets driveways. Office ingress/egress would be via the 16th Street driveway. Retail and restaurant ingress/egress would be via the South Street driveway. (See Parking Facilities and Loading Facilities, above for additional detail on vehicular access to and within those 
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facilities; see also Proposed Operations and Employment, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor would implement as part of the project.)


Pedestrian and Bicycle Access


Figure 3-14 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza (10 feet SFD) around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center at 26 feet SFD. Another pedestrian path would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level “theater” entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. 


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies would be available on South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza, with additional access to ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


New sidewalks would be constructed along the perimeter of the project site (see description of proposed off-site pedestrian network improvements, below). The estimated sidewalk widths for the perimeter sidewalks are 15 feet on Third Street, 12½ feet on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 10 feet on 16th Street. The proposed project would provide on-site bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall). In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at one of two possible on-site locations (either midblock near Terry A. Francois Boulevard or near 16th Street), that would accommodate 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces on days without an event. On event days, the bicycle parking center would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided in a temporary bicycle corral within the Third Street Plaza, for a total of 400 bicycle parking spaces on an event day. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events such as NBA games and concerts. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the game/event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking space via bicycle racks on the adjacent sidewalks (per the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan) and on-site at key locations (see Figure 3-15).
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Infrastructure Improvements


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


Stormwater Improvements


Stormwater flows from the project site would drain to a new separate stormwater collection system being constructed as part of the Mission Bay Plan. The project would be subject to the San Francisco Stormwater Guidelines developed by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), including a requirement that the project implement best management practices (BMPs) to reduce the flow rate and volume of stormwater and improve the quality of stormwater going into the stormwater drainage system. The stormwater management approach for the proposed project would be required to capture and treat rainfall from the design storm of 0.75 inches. The project would utilize Low Impact Development (LID) strategies to achieve the requirements for capture and treatment of stormwater: green roofs on several proposed buildings (including the office and retail podiums, and food hall), rainwater harvesting, and flow-through biotreatment planters. Treated water from these facilities would be directed to proposed on-site storm drains, which would connect to the separate stormwater collection system beneath the adjacent streets.


Domestic Water and Fire Protection Water


New domestic water and emergency suppression fire water infrastructure would be installed on Blocks 29-32 to serve the proposed uses. All buildings would be equipped with internal fire sprinkler systems as required. Emergency fire water lines and/or fire hydrants would be installed on-site where required. Proposed domestic and fire water lines would connect to existing City water infrastructure located beneath adjacent streets.


Wastewater Collection


New wastewater collection infrastructure would be installed on Blocks 29-32 to serve the proposed uses. Proposed wastewater lines would connect to existing City sanitary sewer lines located beneath adjacent streets.


Electrical and Gas Service


New electrical and gas infrastructure would be installed on Blocks 29-32 to serve the proposed uses. Proposed electrical and gas lines on the project site would connect to existing PG&E infrastructure located beneath adjacent streets. 


The project also anticipates installing on-site generators capable of providing up to three megawatts (MW) of emergency, standby and optional power to the event center in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power.[footnoteRef:15] In addition, each office and retail building would have an on-site generator capable of approximately 0.75 MW, and the proposed food hall would have a generator capable of approximately 0.5 MW, to provide fire and life safety emergency power in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power in those uses. All emergency generators would be located within the parking structure on Lower Parking Level 1.  [15:  	Under such circumstance, the generators would provide power for fire alarms, fire command room, emergency lighting, elevators, smoke control and pressurization, fire pumps, audio system, and certain scoreboard equipment.] 



Sustainability


The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, South Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would qualify for individual Gold ratings.[footnoteRef:16] 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, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities.  [16:  	The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification.] 



Proposed Off-Site Roadway Network, Transit Network, Pedestrian Network, and Bicycle Network Improvements


The City and sponsor would implement a number of off-site roadway network and curb regulations, transit network, pedestrian and bicycle network improvements in the project site vicinity, including, but not limited to, roadway restriping, intersection signalization, on-street parking, new perimeter sidewalks, bicycle lanes, signage and other improvements, as discussed below.


Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


· South Street currently has two travel lanes in each direction, with no on-street parking. Under the proposed project, South Street would have one lane in each direction, turn lane improvements, and on-street parking on portions of both sides of the street.


· 16th Street is currently only built out between Third and Illinois Streets. Under the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to the planned realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and a number of restriping and turn lane improvements would be installed on the intersection approaches and the proposed garage driveway.


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street would be converted from a stop sign controlled intersection to a signalized intersection; the existing uncontrolled intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street would be converted to a side-street stop sign controlled intersection; the new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be a signalized intersection; and the existing uncontrolled intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street would be converted to an allway stop-controlled intersection.


· Adjacent to the site, a Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle stop, taxi zone, commercial loading spaces and metered parking spaces would be provided on South Street; commercial loading spaces, a paratransit stop, and metered parking spaces would be located on Terry A. Francois Boulevard; a commercial loading space and metered parking spaces would be provided on 16th Street.


Transit Network Improvements 


· The elevated northbound passenger platform at the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop on Third Street would be extended from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length to allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform. In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel direction.


· The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center, which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


Pedestrian Network Improvements


· New sidewalks would be constructed along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5-feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. 


· Pedestrian crosswalks (continental design) would be installed at the following intersections: South Street/Bridge View Way, South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (currently there is a crosswalk on the north and west legs of the intersection, not the south), 16th Street/Illinois Street/Project garage driveway, 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and Illinois/Mariposa.


· A permanent barrier would be installed within the light rail median on Third Street between 16th and South Streets to discourage pedestrians from crossing Third Street and the light rail tracks midblock.


Bicycle Network Improvements


· Class II bicycle lanes would be installed on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle signals would be installed at the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, and bicycle turn queue boxes would be installed at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th.


A complete description of proposed off-site roadway network and curb regulation, transit network, and pedestrian network improvements is presented in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. See description of the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would occur pursuant to the Mission Bay South Plan, below. See also proposed Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program improvements, Special Event Transit Service Plan, and Transportation Management Plan, under Section 3.6.2, Proposed Operations, below. 


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


Pursuant to the Mission Bay South Plan and the Mission Bay BCDC Permit No. 5-00, as amended, and independent of the proposed project, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking lanes; and  on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the roadway by a raised buffer.


As discussed above, Bayfront Park is a planned linear park comprising Mission Bay plan parcels P21 through P24, and when completed, will extend from Mission Bay Boulevard south to Mariposa Street. The north portion of the park (P21, located east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, between Mission Bay Boulevard South and just south of Pierpoint Lane) is complete, and includes a landscaped parking lot and boat launch. Construction is underway in 2015 for the south portion of Bayfront Park (P23 and P24, located west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, between 16th Street and Mariposa Street), including stormwater infrastructure improvements, and construction of this portion of the park will be complete by the end of 2016. Following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the central portion (P22) of Bayfront Park located east of the project site and consisting of approximately 5.5 acres will be developed. Potential park uses for this portion of Bayfront Park being considered at this time include, but are not limited to, pathways, outdoor performance area, kiosks, outdoor dining areas, and informal playing field(s). Both the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Bayfront Park public access improvements on P22 will be implemented by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc410042704]Proposed Operations


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


Event Center Programming


Table 3‐3 presents a summary of characteristics of proposed events at the event center, including anticipated types and number of Golden State Warriors games and non‐Golden State Warriors events, average/maximum game/event attendance, estimated event center day‐of-game/event employment, and temporal description of games/events.


Golden State Warriors Games at Event Center


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


As shown in Table 3-3, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. Based on historical data for ticket sales and “no-show” rates, the average basketball attendance level at the proposed event center is estimated to be approximately 17,000 during the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 18,064.


It is estimated that approximately 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees[footnoteRef:17] would be required on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security guards, ushers, ticket takers, team store staff, food service staff, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and staff for other event-related operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below). [17: 	This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed office and retail uses on the project site, both of which are described separately, below.] 
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Table 3-3
Event Characteristics at proposed event center


			Event Type


			Annual Number of 
Games/Events at 
Event Center


			Attendance


			Event Center 
Day-of-Game/Event Employment Characteristics


			Season


			Game/Event Temporal Characteristics





			


			


			Average


			Maximum


			


			


			





			Golden State Warriors Basketball Home Games


			2 to 3 preseason home games


			11,000


			18,064


			1,100a


			2 weeks mid-October


			Regular Season game time: 7:30 p.m. to ~ 9:40 p.m.c
Preseason/Postseason game time: start time variable


Monthly Distribution:	 ~7 homes games per month


Weekly Distribution: 	50%/50% weekdays/weekends


Monday-Thursday:	2 to 6 home games/month
Friday: 	1 to 3 home games/month


Saturday: 	1 to 3 home games/month
Sunday: 	0 to 1 home games/month





			


			41 regular season home games


			17,000


			18,064


			1,100a


			late October to mid-April


			





			


			0 to16 post season home games


			18,000


			18,064


			1,100a


			mid-April to mid-June


			





			Concerts


			Approximately 30


			12,500


			14,000 to 18,500d


			775b


			major concert season is Fall, Winter and early Spring; Summer is the slow season


			Concert time: typically 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m.


Weekly Distribution: primarily Friday and Saturday evenings





			


			Approximately 15


			3,000


			4,000


			675b


			


			





			Family Showse


			Approximately 55


			5,000


			8,200


			675b


			distributed throughout the year


			Family Show characteristics: typically 10 shows over 5 days (Wednesday to Sunday):


Wednesday:	1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Thursday: 	1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Friday: 	2 shows, 10:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.; and 
7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Saturday: 	3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.; 
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and 
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.


Sunday: 	3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.; 
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and 
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.





			Other Sporting Eventsf


			Approximately 30


			7,000


			18,064


			675b


			distributed throughout the year; times variable





			Conventions/Corporate Eventsg


			Approximately 31


			9,000


			18,500h


			675b


			distributed throughout the year; times variable








NOTES:


a 	This estimate includes approximately 1,000 event center day-of-game non-Warriors employees, and approximately 100 Warriors employees that would work at the Warriors games. This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day (described under Golden State Warriors Operations, below), non-Warriors employees of the proposed office and retail uses within the office and retail buildings (described under Office and Retail Uses, below), or the visiting team and their support staff at the event center.


b	This estimate includes event center day-of-event non-Warriors employees. This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day (described under Golden State Warriors Operations, below), non-Warriors employees of the proposed office and retail uses, and cinema within the mixed-use buildings (described under Office and Retail Uses, below), or the visiting event performers and their support staff at the event center. 



Table 3-3 (Continued)
Event Characteristics at proposed event center





NOTES (cont.)


c	The large majority of Golden State Warriors regular season home games would start at 7:30 p.m. For example, over the course of the most recent full three NBA regular seasons (2010-11, 2012-13, and 2013-14; the 2011-12 NBA season was shortened due to delays in signing of a collective bargaining agreement between NBA owners and players, and consequently is not included), 90 percent of Golden State Warriors home games started at 7:30 p.m., 6 percent of homes games started at 6:00 p.m., and the balance (accounting for one home game or less per season) started at either 1:00 p.m. (on Martin Luther King Jr. holiday), 5:00 p.m., or 7:00 p.m. 


d	Nearly 90 percent of annual concerts at the event center would be in the end-stage concert configuration (14,000 maximum capacity), and the remaining 10 percent (no more than four annually) would be with a 360-degree configuration (18,500 maximum attendance). 


e	Examples of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live.


f	Examples of Other (non-Warriors) Sporting Events examples include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions.


g	Examples of Conventions/Corporate Events examples include conventions, conferences, cultural events, civic events and corporate events. It is anticipated that the event center would act as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center when an event or speaker requires more space than can be accommodated at that location.


h	The maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated at the event center is 18,500. This requires a configuration similar to a center stage concert (see footnote d). It is anticipated, however, that average attendance for Convention/Corporate Events would be 9,000 people.





SOURCE: Golden State Warriors, based on data from Oracle Arena (Oakland), SAP Center (San Jose), Toyota Center (Houston), and Barclays Center (Brooklyn, New York City), 2014
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Non-Golden State Warriors Events at Event Center


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


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


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



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


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


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


It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center would range from 675 to 775, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels. 


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


Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site


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


Golden State Warriors Operations


As discussed under Section 3.5.2, Existing Golden State Warriors Operations, the Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees. 


Office and Retail Uses


The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office developments within Mission Bay, and it is estimated to generate approximately 2,100 FTE employees.[footnoteRef:19] The proposed retail uses, including restaurants and other food and beverage service, would operate seven days a week, year-round, independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would require approximately 370 FTE employees.[footnoteRef:20] [19: 	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee.]  [20: 	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross square feet per FTE employee.] 



Table 3-4, below summarizes all estimated full-time employment under the project. 


Table 3-4
Estimated Full-Time Equivalent Employeesa


			Project Component


			Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Employees 





			Golden State Warriors 
(Team Operations and Event Center Management)


			255





			Office Usesb


			2,101





			Retail Usesc


			372





			Total


			2,728





			a	See also Golden State Warriors Operations discussion, above, for how this estimate was developed. In addition, please also see Golden State Warriors Games at Event Center and Non-Golden State Warriors Events at Event Center discussion for separate estimates of event center day-of-game/event staff.


b	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines office rate of 276 square feet per FTE employee.


c	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines restaurant rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-down/Quick Service Restaurant/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee.





SOURCE: Golden State Warriors, 2014











Transportation Management Plan


As part of the project, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP). The TMP is a management and operating plan to facilitate multimodal access at the event center during project operation. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle, and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed by the project sponsor in consultation with the SFMTA, OCII and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP. The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator whose responsibilities would include, but not be limited to, distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events.


The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events. Under the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, light rail service on the T Third line would be increased, and three special event shuttles would be implemented by Muni, including a 16th Street BART Shuttle, Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle.


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


The existing Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program would be expanded during evenings and weekends, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. The expanded service would include the following:


· Existing TMA shuttle routes would be revised to provide more frequent service, plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees). 


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies event transportation management strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during games/events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Transportation management strategies include, but are not limited to the following: providing for Muni ticket sales at the event center box office; designating taxi zones on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street; designating commercial loading zones; dedicating TMA, charter bus, and paratransit stops; assigning a parking control officer supervisor and use of PCOs at key locations throughout the surrounding transportation network; planning for post-event temporary lane closures; and coordination with BART, Caltrain, and Muni and Giants Special Events staff.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. The VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include westbound 16th Street east of I-280, southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge, and eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps.


In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, adjustments to the transportation management plan for the proposed event center would be made, including adjusting PCO staffing to eliminate duplication of effort, and directing event center attendees to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west.


Travel Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for both on-site employees and event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant, and event center employees include, but are not limited to: participation in the federal pre-tax commuter benefits; promoting use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles and the proposed on-site bicycle valet and bicycle parking facilities; providing employee shower locker facilities in each building; allowing work flexible schedules and telecommuting; supporting an employee ride-matching program; and encouraging carpooling, vanpooling and electric vehicles (EVs) by reserving certain on-site garage space/charging equipment for the vehicles of employees who uses those modes. TDM strategies for visitors include: rewarding options for patrons arriving via transit; promoting transit access through trip planning tools and transit maps; displaying transit information on screens at the event center and providing audio announcements for patrons; promoting the use of the on-site bicycle valet facility; increasing fees for parking on-site during events; and designating priority curb areas on-site for taxis and rideshare vehicles.


Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods including field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining, including but not limited to auto mode share targets for attendees and employees, and maximum vehicle queuing limits on adjacent streets. Please see additional details on the proposed TMP in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, and the full TMP in Appendix TR of this SEIR.


Proposed Event Center Site Management Practices


As part of the project, the sponsor would comply with all applicable City policies and regulations to minimize effects from the event center and associated event patrons on surrounding land uses, including those contained in the San Francisco Entertainment Commission’s Good Neighbor Policy, and City noise regulations. Moreover, as part of the project, the sponsor would develop and implement additional Event Center Site Management practices as needed to further minimize potential disruption associated with event center operations to the quality of life for the surrounding neighborhood. This would include contracting with Mission Bay Parks and the Mission Bay Management Corporation, or other provider, to provide certain off-site parks maintenance, garbage disposal, street sweeping, power washing and other practices. The sponsor would implement procedures for addressing potential loitering, pedestrian queuing, illegal vendors, outdoor event patron noise, and other disruptions. The sponsor would also establish a central point of contact with real-time connection to the event center’s Transportation Management Center, and would promote pre- and post-game pedestrian routes that would avoid residential streets such as Bridgeview Way north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street. 


3.6.3 [bookmark: _Toc410042705]Pre-Construction Testing


Prior to finalizing the project design, in order to inform design and reduce the risk of construction delays due to the potential presence of archaeological resources, the project sponsor is retaining the services of an archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results of the archaeological testing will be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the commencement of ground disturbance activities, foundation excavation, and pile driving. In addition, the project sponsor will conduct a pile test program at Blocks 29-32 to determine site-specific pile requirements. 


3.6.4 [bookmark: _Toc410042706]Proposed Construction


Overview


Table 3-5 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; temporary dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The sponsor estimates that the maximum depth of excavation on-site (excluding perimeter cut-off wall, described below) would be approximately 30 feet below grade; this would require approximately 350,000 cubic yards of on-site soils to be excavated and removed from the site. Soil on the site would be compacted using rapid soil compaction over approximately 30 work days. The sponsor proposes to install augercast piles[footnoteRef:21] using drilling, as opposed to impact pile driving, for the deep foundation. It is estimated that approximately 1,400 2-foot diameter piles, at a depth of 110 feet, would be installed at the project site. Augercast pile installation would occur over approximately 60 work days. [21:  	Augercast piles, also known as continuous flight auger piles (CFA), are cast-in-place, and formed by drilling into the ground with a hollow stemmed continuous flight auger to the required depth or degree of resistance. A cement grout mix is then pumped down the stem of the auger. While the cement grout is pumped, the auger is slowly withdrawn, conveying the soil upward along the flights. A shaft of fluid cement grout is formed to ground level. Reinforcing steel is then lowered in to the wet cement grout.] 







Table 3-5
Preliminary Project Construction Schedule


			Location


			Construction Period 


			Duration (weeks)





			Demolition/Excavation


			


			12 weeks





			Demolition / Clear and Grub


			Month 1


			4





			Cut-off Wall / Earth Retention / Excavation


			Months 1  3


			12








			Event Center


			


			94 weeks





			Foundations


			Months 3  19.5


			70





			Structure 


			Months 3.5  20


			70





			Roofing Systems


			Months 12  19


			32





			Enclosure 


			Months 12  21


			40





			Interior Rough-in


			Months 8  22


			60





			Event Level Service Loop


			Months 9.5 – 14.5


			20





			Mechanical Equipment


			Months 9.5  20


			42





			Elevators / Escalators


			Months 12  23


			48





			Drywall and Interior Finishes


			Months 16 – 24.5


			38





			Food Service Equipment


			Months 17  23.5


			30





			Bowl Rough-in / Finishes


			Months 19 – 23.5


			22





			Sports Equipment and Systems


			Months 20.5 – 25.5


			20





			Commissioning / Project Closeout


			Months 25.5 – 26.5


			4








			Parking Garage and Podium


			


			44 weeks





			Foundations


			Months 3.5  9


			22





			Structure 


			Months 6 – 14.5


			38








			Southwest Tower


			


			72 weeks





			Structure


			Months 9  18


			40





			Roofing Systems


			Months 17.5 – 19.5


			8





			Enclosure 


			Months 16  20


			20





			Interior Rough-in


			Months 15  22


			32





			Elevators / Escalators


			Months 19.5  24


			18





			Drywall and Interior Finishes


			Months 18  25


			32





			Commissioning / Project Closeout


			Months 21.5  26


			18








			Northwest Tower


			


			74 weeks





			Structure


			Months 6.5  16


			38





			Roofing Systems


			Months 15.5 – 17.5


			8





			Enclosure 


			Months 14  18


			20





			Interior Rough-in


			Months 12.5  20


			30





			Elevators / Escalators


			Months 17.5  23


			18





			Drywall and Interior Finishes


			Months 17  24


			32





			Commissioning / Project Closeout


			Months 12  25


			16








			Gatehouse Retail Building


			


			20 weeks





			Structure


			Month 21


			4





			Enclosure 


			Month 22 – 22.5


			6





			Service Loop


			Months 22.5 – 23.5


			4





			Drywall and Interior Finishes


			Months 23.5 – 24.5


			4





			Commissioning / Project Closeout


			Month 25


			4












Table 3-5 (Continued)
Preliminary Project Construction Schedule


			Location


			Construction Period 


			Duration (weeks)





			Northeast Retail Building


			


			20 weeks





			Structure


			Month 18


			16





			Enclosure 


			Month 19 – 19.5


			6





			Service Loop


			Months 19.5 – 20.5


			4





			Drywall and Interior Finishes


			Months 20.5 – 21.5


			4





			Commissioning / Project Closeout


			Month 22


			4








			Site Improvements


			


			20 weeks





			Site Improvements


			Months 21  25


			20





			Total 


			26 months


			104 weeks











SOURCE: Golden State Warriors, 2014





Construction dewatering is expected to last approximately nine months. The three potential construction dewatering discharge options are: (1) directly discharging to the City's combined sewer system; (2) installing an on-site dewatering treatment system and discharging the treated water to the Bay if the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station would be exceeded with the discharge; and (3) a combination of the first two options. (Please see Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, for additional detail.) 


The sponsor is also considering multiple approaches to address potential groundwater infiltration to proposed below-grade facilities and potential localized flooding, including a permanent waterproofing design and implementation of adaptive management strategies (see Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality for additional detail). The project design includes a soil-cement cut-off walls as part of the perimeter shoring and dewatering system for the site, which would support the excavation during construction and allow for excavation to occur.[footnoteRef:22] The walls would be about 30 to 36 inches thick. Estimated average depths of the walls around the perimeter of the project site would be 35, 37, 54, and 37 feet along South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street, respectively. The sponsor indicates the proposed design would preclude the need to conduct any long-term dewatering of the project site during project operation. [22:  	A Cement Deep Soil Mixing (CDSM) wall would serve as the soil-cement cut off wall, and would be created by using drilled shallow-stem shafts with a cutting tool and mixing paddles to mix cementitious materials into the soil. HBeams would be installed at an off-set designed by the engineer. After beams are installed and the wall is cured, the soil-cement wall creates a barrier to the surrounding horizontal groundwater flow. The wall would extend vertically into the underlying bay mud or bedrock depending on the thickness of bay mud where the wall is installed. The bay mud soil layer would act as secondary groundwater control.] 



The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. 


All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other noise generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturday, Sundays and holidays. ] 



Construction Staging


The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any potential deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Tower cranes would be sized and used as appropriate in consideration of UCSF emergency helicopter flight paths. The construction contractor would be responsible for complying with all federal code, rules, and regulations, including those related to operation of the tower cranes in the vicinity of helicopter flight paths.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Street adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase of work. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary point of vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from Interstate 280, Interstate 80 and U.S. Highway 101 during construction. 


Construction workers not utilizing available public transit options are expected to either carpool and/or use public parking in the project site vicinity.


Construction Employment


Table 3-6 summarizes the estimated project construction jobs. The number of construction workers present on-site daily would vary, depending on the specific construction activities being performed and overlap between construction phases. During peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between approximately 330 and 700 construction workers at the project site.


Table 3-6
Project Construction Employment


			Construction Work


			Average / Peak Number of Workers 





			Entire Site


			





			Demolition


			10 / 12





			Excavation and Shoring


			25 / 30





			Event Center


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			100 / 125





			Base Building


			200 / 250





			Exterior Finishing


			50 / 75





			Interior Finishing 


			150 / 300





			Garage / Podium


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			50 / 75





			Base Building


			50 / 75





			Northwest Tower


			





			Base Building


			40 / 60





			Exterior Finishing


			10 / 15





			Interior Finishing 


			100 / 150





			Southwest Tower


			





			Base Building


			40 / 60





			Exterior Finishing


			10 / 15





			Interior Finishing 


			100 / 150





			Entire Site


			





			Street Improvements


			40 / 50








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








Construction Equipment


It is expected that track-mounted cranes and track-mounted drill rigs would be used at the project site for drilling the soil-cement cut off wall, and for augercast pile installation for the deep foundations. Tower cranes, track-mounted cranes and tire-mounted mobile cranes would be used for building construction, including but not limited to, steel erection, precast erection, and building façades. Other mobile equipment such as backhoes, front-end loaders, dump trucks, and forklifts would be used at the project site for a range of other construction tasks on the project site, including excavation, site clearing and grading, building construction, and/or hardscape and landscape materials installation. Project construction would generate off-site truck trips for deliveries of concrete and other building materials, transportation of construction equipment to and from the site, hauling soils and debris from the site, and street sweepers. A variety of other smaller mechanical equipment would also be used at the project site during the construction period, such as saw cutters, chopping saws, tile saws, stud impact guns, impact drills, torque wrenches, welding machines, and concrete boom pumps.


[bookmark: _Toc410042707]Graphic Exhibits of Proposed Project


A number of graphic exhibits depicting the proposed project development are presented in Figures 3-16 to 3-23 for informational purposes.


[bookmark: _Toc410042708]Intended Uses of this SEIR and Approvals Required


This is a project-specific SEIR, intended to provide information about the environmental consequences of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. In addition to describing the proposed project and required approvals, this SEIR analyzes potential environmental impacts of the proposed project, identifies mitigation measures where those impacts are significant, addresses cumulative adverse impacts to which the proposed project could make a substantial contribution, and evaluates alternatives to the project that could avoid or substantially reduce significant impacts while still meeting most of the project’s basic objectives. See Chapter 2, Introduction, for a more detailed description of CEQA requirements. 


Approvals or permits from the following agencies for project construction and/or long-term operation are anticipated at this time:


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Certification of the Final SEIR by the OCII Commission [City/OCII:  We added this; please verify] YES


· Approval by the OCII Executive Director of secondary use findings of consistency for the proposed event center


· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32


· Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for the project


· Approval by the OCII Commission (and any other City departments as required under the Mission Bay South Plan, OPA, Interagency Corporation Agreement, and associated documents) of: Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development, and Modifications to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan and Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and conditions of approval. [City/OCII:  We added this; please verify] YES – will probably be part of Major Phase/SD approvals


· Approval by Mayor, Department of Public Works Executive Director and OCII Executive Director of any non-material changes to Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan


· Entertainment Commission approval of applicable entertainment permits, including, but not limited to, a Place of Entertainment permit


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


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


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


· San Francisco Department of Public Works and Board of Supervisors approval of subdivision maps, including acceptance of public improvements and right-of-way dedications


· Termination or relocation of existing City-reserved easements by applicable City departments to the extent required


· San Francisco Department of Building Inspection approval of a building/site permit, and related approvals from other City departments including the SFPUC for utility connections 


· Approval from the University of California to terminate a view easement extending 100 feet within the project site along the Campus Way axis (Please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Project Variant) for a description and analysis of a project variant where no structural development would be proposed within this view easement.)


· John M – do we want to add any language regarding BOS?






FIGURE 3-16:


Birds-eye Rendering of Proposed Project from the Northwest









FIGURE 3-17


Birds-eye Rendering of Proposed Project from the East









FIGURE 3-18


Street-level Rendering of Proposed Project from the Northwest (Third Street at South Street)









Figure 3-19


Street-level Rendering of Proposed Project from the Southwest (Third Street at 16th Street)









FIGURE 3-20


Street-level Rendering of Proposed Project from the North (South Street):









FIGURE 3-21


Street-level Rendering of Proposed Project from the South (16th Street):









FIGURE 3-22


Street-level Rendering of Proposed Project from the East (Bayfront Park):









FIGURE 3-23


Street-level Rendering of Proposed Project from the Southeast (on planned realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard):
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[bookmark: _Toc410050837]Noise and Vibration


[bookmark: _Toc410050838]Introduction


This section describes the existing noise environment in the project area and identifies the potential for noise and vibration associated with implementation of the proposed project to adversely affect established sensitive land uses or land use activities. The impact analysis evaluates the potential noise and vibration impacts of the proposed project and identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts.


[bookmark: _Toc410050839]Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Noise Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The noise setting for the Mission Bay area discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR differs from the existing setting today primarily in terms of the number of noise sources that exist in the area. Specifically, at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR much of the Mission Bay area was underdeveloped. Since 1998, the development of the UCSF Mission Bay campus, AT&T Park and residential towers in North Mission Bay have introduced new noise sources to the area, particularly vehicle traffic. Additionally, the Muni Third Street light rail line has been constructed which is a new noise source along that corridor in front of the project site. 


Another aspect of the noise setting that has changed since adoption of the 1998 SEIR is the number of noise sensitive uses that now exist in the Mission Bay area. In 1998 the Mission Bay area was developed primarily with industrial uses. Since that time residential uses have been developed including residential housing at the UCSF Mission Bay campus as well as in the north Mission Bay area. There have been no significant changes to the regulatory environment with regard to noise since certification of the 1998 FSEIR.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Noise impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included all of the Mission Bay plan area, including Blocks 29-32. The construction noise impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR for standard construction equipment. Noise from pile driving was identified as a significant impact mitigated to less than significant with Mitigation Measure G.1 to implement noise-reducing pile driving techniques. 


The construction vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR. Although the analysis acknowledged the potential existence of noise sensitive equipment in the area, it was determined that vibration from pile driving did not represent a physical impact on people or the environment, and was therefore less than significant under CEQA. A potential operational vibration impact was identified for the westernmost block of North Mission Bay due to proximity to the Caltrain tracks, which was mitigated to a less than significant level by implementation of Mitigation Measure G.2 to assess vibration levels and, if necessary, employ vibration-reducing foundation construction techniques for structure in that block.


Amplified sound was addressed in the 1998 FSEIR with respect to concert events at the San Francisco Giants ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation (implementation of a plan that limits concert events per year and limits the noise generated by these events to a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient levels) that was identified in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR. 


Traffic noise increases were identified as less than significant in the 1998 FSEIR and no mitigation measures were required. Crowd noise from the Giants ballpark such as applause and cheering was assessed in combination with concert noise and found to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures were required for that impact.


[bookmark: _Toc410050840]Setting


Noise Background


Sound is characterized by various parameters that describe the rate of oscillation (frequency) of sound waves, the distance between successive troughs or crests in the wave, the speed that it travels, and the pressure level or energy content of a given sound. The sound pressure level has become the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient sound, and the decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound intensity. Because sound can vary in intensity by over one million times within the range of human hearing, a logarithmic loudness scale is used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and manageable level. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound frequencies within the entire spectrum, human response is factored into sound descriptions in a process called “A-weighting,” expressed as “dBA.” The dBA, or Aweighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement that approximates the range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of different frequencies. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing extends from about 0 dBA to about 140 dBA. An increase of 10-dBA in the level of a continuous noise represents a perceived doubling of loudness. The noise levels presented herein are expressed in terms of dBA, unless otherwise indicated. Table 5.3-1 shows some representative noise sources and their corresponding noise levels in dBA.[footnoteRef:2] [2: 	United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), The Noise Guidebook, 1985, http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/environment/training/guidebooks/noise; divided into chapters with Chapter 1 at http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=DOC_16414.pdf, accessed October 14, 2014.] 



Planning for acceptable noise exposure must take into account the types of activities and corresponding noise sensitivity in a specified location for a generalized land use type. Some general guidelines are as follows: sleep disturbance can occur at levels above 35 dBA; interference with human speech begins at about 60 dBA; and hearing damage can result from prolonged exposure to noise levels in excess of 85 to 90 dBA.[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	United States Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, March 1974, http://www.fican.org/pdf/
EPA_Noise_Levels_Safety_1974.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 



[bookmark: _Toc159848234][bookmark: _Toc410050603][bookmark: tbl_noise_environ]
Table 5.3-1
Typical Sound Levels Measured in the Environment


			Examples of Common, 
Easily Recognized Sounds


			Decibels (dBA)
at 50 feet


			Subjective
Evaluations





			Near Jet Engine


			140


			Deafening





			Threshold of Pain (Discomfort)


			130


			





			Threshold of Feeling – Hard Rock Band


			120


			





			Accelerating Motorcycle (at a few feet away)


			110


			





			Loud Horn (at 10 feet away)


			100


			Very Loud





			Noisy Urban Street


			90


			





			Noisy Factory


			85


			





			School Cafeteria with Untreated Surfaces


			80


			Loud





			Near Freeway Auto Traffic


			60


			Moderate





			Average Office


			50


			





			Soft Radio Music in Apartment


			40


			Faint





			Average Residence Without Stereo Playing


			30


			





			Average Whisper


			20


			Very Faint





			Rustle of Leaves in Wind


			10


			





			Human Breathing


			5


			





			Threshold of Audibility


			0


			











NOTE: Continuous exposure above 85 dBA is likely to degrade the hearing of most people. Range of speech is 50 to 70 dBA.





SOURCE: United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, The Noise Guidebook, 1985.








Attenuation of Noise


Line sources of noise, such as roadway traffic, attenuate (lessen) at a rate of 3.0 to 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equation for cylindrical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. 


Point sources of noise,[footnoteRef:4] including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles or onsite construction equipment, attenuate at a rate of 6.0 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, based on the inverse square law and the equations for spherical spreading of noise waves over hard and soft surfaces. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that noise from line and point sources to a distance of 200 feet attenuates at rates of between 3.0 and 6.0 dBA per doubling of distance, and the noise from line and point sources at a distance greater than 200 feet attenuates at a rate of 4.5 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance, to account for the absorption of noise waves due to ground surfaces such as soft dirt, grass, bushes, and intervening structures.[footnoteRef:5] [4: 	Point sources and line sources are further defined by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as follows:
Sound from a small localized source (approximating a "point" source) radiates uniformly outward as it travels away from the source in a spherical pattern. The sound level attenuates or drops off at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of the distance (6 dBA/DD). This decrease, due to the geometric spreading of the energy over an ever increasing area, is referred to as the inverse square law. However, highway traffic noise is not a single, stationary point source of sound. The movement of the vehicles makes the source of the sound appear to emanate from a line (line source) rather than a point when viewed over some time interval. This results in cylindrical spreading rather than the spherical spreading of a point source. (Source: Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009.)]  [5: 	California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/tens_complete2009RedlineScreenProcess.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013.] 



Noise Descriptors


Time variations in noise exposure are typically expressed in terms of a steady-state energy level (Leq) that represents the acoustical energy of a given measurement. Leq is used to describe noise over a specified period of time, in terms of a single numerical value. The Leq is the constant sound level that would contain the same acoustic energy as the varying sound level, during the same time period (i.e., the average noise exposure level for the given time period).The L90 is also a noise metric that can be used to describe existing ambient noise levels. Because community receptors are more sensitive to unwanted noise intrusion during the evening and at night, state law requires that, for planning purposes, an artificial dBA increment be added to “quiet time” noise levels to form a 24hour noise descriptor called the day-night noise level (DNL). DNL adds a 10dBA penalty during the night hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). The maximum noise level (Lmax) is the maximum instantaneous noise level measured during the measurement period of interest.


Health Effects of Environmental Noise


The World Health Organization (WHO) is perhaps the best source of current knowledge regarding the health effects of noise impacts because European nations have continued to study noise and its health effects, while the United States Environmental Protection Agency all but eliminated its noise investigation and control program in the 1970s.[footnoteRef:6] According to WHO, sleep disturbance can occur when continuous indoor noise levels exceed 30 dBA or when intermittent interior noise levels reach 45 dBA, particularly if background noise is low. With a bedroom window slightly open (a reduction from outside to inside of 15 dB), the WHO criteria suggest that exterior continuous (ambient) nighttime noise levels should be 45 dBA or below, and short-term events should not generate noise in excess of 60 dBA. WHO also notes that maintaining noise levels within the recommended levels during the first part of the night is believed to be effective for the ability of people to initially fall asleep.[footnoteRef:7] [6: 	The San Francisco General Plan Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise, presented below in Figure 5.3-2, were created during the same era.]  [7: 	World Health Organization, Guidelines for Community Noise, Geneva, 1999, http://www.who.int/ docstore/peh/noise/guidelines2.html, accessed July 9, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2007.0903E.] 



Other potential health effects of noise identified by WHO include decreased performance for complex cognitive tasks, such as reading, attention span, problem solving, and memorization; physiological effects such as hypertension and heart disease (after many years of constant exposure, often by workers, to high noise levels); and hearing impairment (again, generally after long-term occupational exposure, although shorter-term exposure to very high noise levels, for example, exposure several times a year to concert noise at 100 dBA, can also damage hearing). Finally, noise can cause annoyance and can trigger emotional reactions like anger, depression, and anxiety. WHO reports that, during daytime hours, few people are seriously annoyed by activities with noise levels below 55 dBA or moderately annoyed with noise levels below 50 dBA.


Vehicle traffic and continuous sources of machinery and mechanical noise contribute to ambient noise levels. Short-term noise sources, such as truck backup beepers, the crashing of material being loaded or unloaded, car doors slamming, and engines revving outside a nightclub, contribute very little to 24-hour noise levels but are capable of causing sleep disturbance and severe annoyance. The importance of noise to receptors depends on both time and context. For example, long-term high noise levels from large traffic volumes can make conversation at a normal voice level difficult or impossible, while short-term peak noise levels, if they occur at night, can disturb sleep.


Existing Noise Environment


Long-term environmental noise in urbanized areas is primarily dependent on vehicle traffic volumes and the mix of vehicle types. The existing ambient noise environment within the project area is dominated by vehicular traffic on Third Street and 16th Street. The San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) operated light rail service along Third Street contributes to the local noise environment. Sporting events and occasional outdoor concerts at AT&T Park totaling more than 82 events per year generate vehicle traffic that is routed south along Third Street, Illinois Street (south of Mariposa Street), and Terry A. Francois Boulevard in the area, resulting in increased periods of traffic-related noise before and particularly after events. Additionally, the newly operational UCSF Hospital, southwest of the project site on Third Street operates a helipad to accept transfers of critically ill persons from community hospitals to UCSF for the medical care. Neither the Muni light rail nor the AT&T Park were in operation at the time of certification of the Mission Bay FSEIR in 1998, although both were discussed in the cumulative noise analysis.


The San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) has mapped transportation noise throughout the City and County of San Francisco, based on modeled baseline traffic volumes derived from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority travel demand model.[footnoteRef:8] DPH maps indicate the areas subject to noise levels over 60 dBA (DNL) and the range of DNL noise levels that occur on every street in San Francisco. The portions of these maps that cover the project area indicate that areas nearest Third Street between Channel Street and 16th Street experience roadway noise levels in excess of 70 dBA (DNL), while noise levels along Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street are generally between 65 and 70 dBA (DNL). [8: 	San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), San Francisco City-wide Noise Map, August 2006, Available online at http://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/ehsPublsdocs/Noise/noisemap2.pdf Accessed April 30, 2013. ] 



Ambient Noise Measurements


Ambient long-term (24-hour) and short-term (15-minute) noise measurement data were collected in October of 2014 and April of 2015 in the project area to characterize noise conditions at locations in the project area; noise measurement locations are shown in Figure 5.3-1. To characterize ambient noise in the project area, short-term measurement data were collected at locations where residential and hospital land uses exist near the project site (Madrone Mission Bay residential towers on Mission Bay Boulevard North; and the new UCSF hospital southwest of the project site on Third Street), as described in Table 5.3-2. Long-term noise data were collected for the residential land use nearest the project site—the UCSF housing development (Hearst Tower)—located northwest of the project site on Third Street, and are presented in Table 5.3-3.


[bookmark: _Toc410050604]Table 5.3-2
Short-Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Time


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Hourly Leq


			L90


			Lmax





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			3:10- 3:35 p.m.


			70.1


			59


			88.9





			2.	UCSF Hospital 560 feet southwest of the Project site


			8:56 – 9:11 a.m.


			67.0


			61


			81.2











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level; Lmax is the maximum noise level.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014, 2015.








[bookmark: _Toc410050605]Table 5.3-3
Long- Term Ambient Noise Level Data in the Project Area


			Measurement Location


			Day-Night Noise level (DNL)


			Noise Levels in dBA





			


			


			Daytime hourly average Leq


			Daytime hourly average L90


			Nighttime hourly average Leq


			Nighttime hourly average L90





			3a.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
No Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site 


			75


			71


			61


			68


			55





			3b.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 – 
With Giants Game


	Nearby residential receptor 400 feet from the Project site


			75


			71


			61


			68


			56











NOTE:	See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Nighttime noise levels represented are for the hours between 10:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. as the hours most likely to be affected by crowd egress from future events.


SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.








The long term measurements were collected over a two-day period reflecting conditions both with and without a San Francisco Giants baseball game occurring at AT&T Park. As indicated in Table 5.3-3, the occurrence of the SF Giants game did not meaningfully affect the noise levels averaged over the 15 daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) or the 9 nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Data indicate that the SF Giants game traffic predominantly affects the hour after the 



Figure 5.3-1
Noise Measurement Locations



end of the game by increasing noise levels approximately 2.9 dBA, while noise levels for the hours prior to the game are not noticeably increased.


Vibration Background


Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Several different methods are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV is most frequently used to describe physical vibration impacts on buildings. Typically, groundborne vibration generated by human activities attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. Sensitive receptors to vibration include people (especially residents, the elderly, and sick people), structures (especially older masonry structures), and vibration-sensitive equipment.


Another useful vibration descriptor is known as vibration decibels or VdBs. VdBs are generally used when evaluating human response to vibration, as opposed to structural damage (for which PPV is the more commonly used descriptor). Vibration decibels are established relative to a reference quantity, typically 1 x 10-6 inches per second.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006. ] 



Sources of vibration in the project area primarily consist of Muni streetcars traveling along Third Street. Most motor vehicles and trucks have independent suspension systems that substantially reduce if not eliminate vibration generation, barring discontinuities in the roadway.


Sensitive Receptors


Sensitive receptors for noise are generally considered to include hospitals, nursing homes, senior citizen centers, schools, churches, libraries, and residences. The sensitive receptors nearest to the project site are residential and hospital uses, as identified in Table 5.3-4. The nearest library to the project site is 1,300 feet away on Owens Street; the nearest church is 3,100 feet away, and the closest school (El-Hi) is 2,800 feet away. The future Mission Bay school site is 1,900 feet away. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050606]Table 5.3-4
Sensitive Noise Receptors in the Project Area


			Receptor Type 


			Distance from Project Area 





			Residential: UCSF Mission Bay Housing Block 20 (Hearst Tower)


			200 feet northwest





			Residential: Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers


			800 feet to the north, on Mission Bay Boulevard North





			UCSF Hospital: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital facility at Mission Bay, plus the UCSF Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital and the UCSF Bakar Cancer Hospital


			560 feet to the southwest of the proposed Project











SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2014.
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Federal Regulations


HUD Noise Abatement and Control


The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) environmental noise regulations are set forth in 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B, Noise Abatement and Control. According to the regulations, “It is HUD’s general policy to provide minimum national standards applicable to HUD programs to protect citizens against excessive noise in their communities and places of residence.”[footnoteRef:10] These regulations include criteria for assessing whether a HUD project is suitable for a particular site, given the background noise levels. HUD has defined the suitability of a site for new housing construction based on existing noise levels as follows:  [10: 	HUD, Noise Abatement and Control, 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B. ] 



· Acceptable—65 dB day-night average sound level (DNL) or less; 


· Normally unacceptable—Exceeding 65 dB DNL but not exceeding 75 dB DNL; and 


· Unacceptable—Exceeding 75 dB DNL.


The HUD regulations also include a goal (not a standard) that interior noise levels not exceed 45 dB DNL.[footnoteRef:11] Sound attenuating features such as barriers or sound attenuating building materials shall be used to achieve the interior noise goal where feasible. Standard building construction generally provides 20 dB DNL of sound attenuation; therefore, if the exterior noise environment is classified as “acceptable,” according to HUD standards, the interior noise environment should not exceed 45 dB DNL. The HUD regulations also encourage the use of quieter construction equipment and methods.[footnoteRef:12] [11: 	24 CFR, Section 51.103(c)]  [12: 	24 CFR, Section 51.101(7)] 



Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) develops noise exposure maps that use average annual DNL noise contours around the airport as the primary noise descriptor. The FAA states that all land uses are considered compatible when aircraft noise effects are less than 65 decibels (dB) DNL. San Francisco International Airport is approximately seven miles south, and Oakland International Airport is approximately nine miles east, of the project site. The project site is outside the 55 dB CNEL noise contour of both airports.[footnoteRef:13] [13: 	San Francisco International Airport, Aircraft Noise Abatement Office, Mapping Tools, Internet Web Site: http://www.flyquietsfo.com/mapping_tools.asp, Accessed July 9, 2013, and Oakland International Airport, Fourth Quarter 2008 Noise Contours. Internet website: http://www2.oaklandairport.com/noise/pdfs/
2008_Annual_Noise_Contour_Map.pdf, accessed July 9, 2013, March 2009.] 







State Regulations


State regulations include requirements for the construction of new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings that are intended to limit the extent of noise transmitted into habitable spaces. These requirements are collectively known as the California Noise Insulation Standards and are found in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.


The State of California updated its Building Code requirements with respect to sound transmission, effective January 2014. Section 1207 of the California Building Code (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) establishes material requirements in terms of sound transmission class (STC) [footnoteRef:14] rating of 50 for all common interior walls and floor/ceiling assemblies between adjacent dwelling units or between dwelling units and adjacent public area. The previous code requirements (before 2014) set an interior performance standard of 45 dBA from exterior noise sources. This requirement will be re-instated in July of 2015. [14: 	The STC is used as a measure of a materials ability to reduce sound. The STC is equal to the number of decibels a sound is reduced as it passes through a material. ] 



Local Regulations


San Francisco General Plan


Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise


The Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan contains Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise.[footnoteRef:15] These guidelines, which are similar to but differ somewhat from state guidelines promulgated by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, indicate maximum acceptable exterior noise levels for various newly developed land uses. The City’s guidelines, which are presented in Figure 5.3-2, indicate exterior noise levels that might be inappropriate for sensitive land uses and would therefore require additional noise insulation considerations beyond standard practices. Though this figure presents a range of noise levels that are considered compatible or incompatible with various land uses, the maximum “satisfactory” noise level is 60 dBA (DNL) for residential and hotel uses; 65 dBA (DNL) for school classrooms, libraries, churches, and hospitals; 70 dBA (DNL) for playgrounds, parks, office buildings, retail commercial uses, and noise-sensitive manufacturing/communications uses; and 77 dBA for other commercial uses such as wholesale, some retail, industrial/manufacturing, transportation, communications, and utilities. If these uses are proposed to be located in areas with noise levels that exceed these guidelines, a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements will normally be necessary prior to final review and approval.  [15: 	City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, adopted on June 27, 1996, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/index.htm, accessed July 9, 2013.] 




INSERT Figure 5.3-2
SF Land Use Compatibility Chart






Noise-Related Policies


The following policies of the San Francisco General Plan Environmental Protection Element that relate to noise issues are relevant to the proposed project:


Policy 10.1: Promote site planning, building orientation and design and interior layout that will lessen noise intrusion. Because sound levels drop as distance from the source increases, building setbacks can play an important role in reducing noise for the building occupants. Buildings sited with their narrower dimensions facing the noise source and sited to shield or be shielded by other buildings also help reduce noise intrusion. Although walls with no windows or small windows cut down on noise from exterior sources, in most cases it would not be feasible or desirable to eliminate wall openings. However, interior layout can achieve similar results by locating rooms whose use require more quiet, such as bedrooms, away from the street noise.


Policy 10.2: Promote the incorporation of noise insulation materials in new construction. State-imposed noise insulation standards apply to all new residential structures except detached single-family dwellings. Protection against exterior noise and noise within a building is also important in many nonresidential structures. Builders should be encouraged to take into account prevailing noise levels and to include noise insulation materials as needed to provide adequate insulation.


Policy 11.1: Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds the noise compatibility guidelines for that use. New development should be examined to determine whether background and/or thoroughfare noise level of the site is consistent with the guidelines for the proposed use. If the noise levels for the development site….exceed the sound level guidelines established for that use, as shown in the accompanying land use compatibility chart, then either needed noise insulation features should be incorporated in the design or else the construction or development should not be undertaken. 


Policy 11.3: Locate new noise-generating development so that the noise impact is reduced. Developments which will bring appreciable traffic into or through noise-sensitive areas should be discouraged, if there are appropriate alternative locations where the noise impact would be less. For those activities—such as a hospital—that need a quiet environment, yet themselves generate considerable traffic, the proper location presents a dilemma. In those cases, the new development should locate where this traffic will not present a problem and, if necessary, incorporate the proper noise insulation.


San Francisco Noise Ordinance


In San Francisco, regulation of noise is stipulated in Article 29 of the Police Code (Regulation of Noise), which states that the City’s policy is to prohibit unnecessary, excessive, and offensive noises from all sources subject to police power. Sections 2907 and 2908 of Article 29 regulate construction equipment and construction work at night, while Section 2909 provides for limits on stationary-source noise from machinery and equipment. Sections 2907 and 2908 are enforced by the Department of Building Inspection, and Section 2909 is enforced by the Department of Public Health. Summaries of these and other relevant sections are presented below.


Sections Regulating Construction Noise


Sections 2907(a) and (b) of the Police Code state that it shall be unlawful for any person, including the City and County of San Francisco, to operate any powered construction equipment, regardless of age or date of acquisition, if the operation of such equipment emits noise at a level in excess of 80 dBA when measured at a distance of 100 feet from such equipment, or an equivalent sound level at some other convenient distance. Exemptions from this requirement include:


· Impact tools and equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation; and


· Pavement breakers and jackhammers equipped with acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public Works as best accomplishing maximum noise attenuation.


Section 2908 prohibits any person, between the hours of 8:00 p.m. of any day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day, from erecting, constructing, demolishing, excavating for, altering, or repairing any building or structure if the noise level created is in excess of the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the nearest property line unless a special permit has been applied for and granted by the Director of Public Works.


Sections Regulating Operational Noise


Section 2909 establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. For example, the noise limits for commercial and industrial properties (Section 2909(b)) provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. If the noise generated from commercial and industrial properties is generated from a licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission, such use shall not produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBC[footnoteRef:16] above the local ambient level at the property plane in addition to the 8 dBA standard. [16: 	C-weighted decibels include low-frequency sounds that are more common to amplified sound/concerts. ] 



For noise generated by residential properties, the noise limits are 5 dBA above the ambient level at any point outside of the property plane of a residential use. The noise limits for public property provide that no person shall produce a noise level more than 10 dBA above the local ambient level at a distance of 25 feet or more on public property. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. None of the noise limits set forth in this section apply to activity for which the City and County of San Francisco has issued a permit that contains noise limit provisions that are different from those set forth in this article. Additionally, the Directors of Public Health, Public Works, or Building Inspection, or the Entertainment Commission, or the Chief of Police may grant variances to noise regulations, over which they have jurisdiction pursuant to Section 2916.


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise, within the City and County of San Francisco and consists of the following regulations:


1. The only sounds permitted are music or human speech.


2. Hours of operation permitted shall be between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.; operation after 10:00 p.m. is permitted only at the location of a public event or affair of general public interest or as otherwise permitted by the Entertainment Commission. 


3. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission, sound shall not be issued within 450 feet of hospitals, schools, churches, courthouses, public libraries, or mortuaries. 


4. No sound truck with its amplifying device in operation shall traverse any one block in the City and County more than four times in any one calendar day. 


5. Amplified human speech and music shall not be unreasonably loud, raucous, jarring, or disturbing to persons of normal sensitiveness within the area of audibility, nor louder than permitted in Subsections (6) and (7) hereof. 


6. When the sound truck is in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 450 feet from its source; provided, however, that when the sound truck is stopped by traffic, the said sound amplifying equipment shall not be operated for longer than one minute at such a stop. 


7. Except as permitted by the Entertainment Commission for public gatherings, in all cases where sound amplifying equipment remains at one location or when the sound truck is not in motion, the volume of sound shall be controlled so that it will not be audible for a distance in excess of 250 feet from the periphery of the attendant audience. 


8. No sound amplifying equipment shall be operated unless the axis of the center of any sound reproducing equipment used shall be parallel to the direction of travel of the sound truck; provided, however, that any sound reproducing equipment may be so placed upon said sound truck as to not vary more than 15 degrees on either side of the axis of the center of the direction of travel and, provided further, that radial, nondirectional type of loudspeakers may be used on said sound trucks either alone or in conjunction with sound reproducing equipment placed within 15 degrees of the center line of the direction of travel. 


San Francisco Entertainment Commission Permits


Section 90.1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code establishes the role of the San Francisco Entertainment Commission to regulate, promote and enhance the field of entertainment in San Francisco. The seven-member commission has powers to accept, review, and gather information to conduct hearings for entertainment-related permit applications and rule upon and issue, deny, condition, suspend, revoke or transfer entertainment-related permits in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. Additionally, the Entertainment Commission plans and coordinates the provision of City services for major events for which there is no recognized organizer, promoter, or sponsor.


The Entertainment Commission has permit authority over a variety of different permit types including Place of Entertainment permits, Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker permits, and Limited Live Performance permits. Permit hearings require the applicant to provide proof of neighborhood outreach to the Commission. Such outreach must consist of at least two of four types of outreach: (1) presentation to a neighborhood, community or residential group; (2) presentation to the leadership of a local not-for-profit that deals with community support such as housing, at risk youth, health, or mental services; (3) a petition including an appropriate number of neighbor signatures according to the applicants business address; and/or (4) presentation to a business association if no community organization or not-for-profit exists near the venue.


The Commission has also established a Good Neighbor Policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes the following policies that address noise generation (numbering refers to the numbers listed in the Good Neighbor Policy):


1.	Notices shall be well-lit and prominently displayed at all entrances to and exits from the establishment urging patrons to leave the establishment and neighborhood in a quiet, peaceful and orderly fashion and to please not litter or block driveways in the neighborhood.


2.	Employees of the establishment shall be posted at all entrances and exits to the establishment during the period from 10:00 p.m. to such time past closing that all patrons have left the premises. These employees shall insure that patrons waiting to enter the establishment and those exiting the premises are urged to respect the quiet and cleanliness of the neighborhood as they walk to their parked vehicle or otherwise leave the area.


7.	The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


8.	There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police code section 2900.


9.	The establishment shall implement other conditions and/or management practices necessary to insure that management and/or patrons of the establishments maintain the quiet, safety and cleanliness of the premises and the vicinity of the use, and do not block driveways of neighboring residents or businesses.


10.	Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


11.	Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


13.	In addition, a manager or other responsible person shall answer a cell phone for at least two hours after the close of business to allow for police and emergency personnel or other City personnel to contact that person concerning incidents.


Mission Bay Good Neighbor or Construction Noise Policy


The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy regarding construction noise is a standard policy of the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) that applies to all development within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area. It specifies that:


Pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) shall be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays. Requests for pile driving on Saturdays may be considered on a case-by-case basis by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) with approval at the sole discretion of the OCII Executive Director.


City holidays recognized under this policy include New Years Day, Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Day, President's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Columbus Day, Veterans Day, Thanksgiving Day, the day after Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day.
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Significance Thresholds


For the impacts analyzed in this section, the project would have a significant impact related to noise and vibration if it were to:


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;


· Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels;


· Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


· Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project;


The complete list of CEQA significance criteria used in the noise analysis is included in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS, page 59), which also explains that criteria related to public airports are not applicable to the proposed project and why the proposed project would not be substantially affected by existing noise levels. No further analysis of these subjects is presented in this section. However, the potential impacts of noise from the operation of the private helipad at the UCSF hospital are addressed with regard to potential impacts on the project.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Construction Impact Methodology – Noise


To assess potential short-term construction noise impacts, sensitive receptors and their relative exposure (considering structural barriers and distance) were identified. Combined intermittent noise levels from the simultaneous operation of onsite equipment expected to be used in project construction were estimated based on equipment noise data published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), as shown in Table 5.3-5. The sources assessed were identified by the project sponsor as likely equipment to be used during project construction. The roadway noise construction model of the FHWA was then used to predict noise levels at the nearest receptors during both pile driving activity and non-impact construction activity.


[bookmark: _Toc410050607]Table 5.3-5
Typical Noise Levels from Construction Equipment


			Construction Equipment


			Noise Level (dBA, Lmax at 50 feet )





			Dump Truck


			76





			Air Compressor


			78





			Street Sweeper 


			82





			Excavator


			81





			Scraper


			84





			Loader


			79





			Tractor/Dozer


			82





			Rapid Impact Compactora


			90





			Auger Drill Rig


			84





			Crane, Mobile


			81





			Forkliftb


			84





			Concrete saw


			90





			Grout-mixing Plant (pump)


			81





			Grandall Forklift


			83





			Concrete Mixer


			79











SOURCE:	Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User Guide, 2006.





a. From  Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, 2007. 


b. From Ventura County Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan, 2010.








Proposed construction activities would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance and the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy limits pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. As long as project construction activities comply with the noise ordinance, construction noise impacts from non-impact equipment would be considered less than significant. If construction activities using non-impact equipment would exceed these standards and the restrictions of the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, then the noise effects would be potentially significant and mitigation measures would be required. 


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not identify any quantitative noise limit standard for impact equipment. To assess the potential impacts related to rapid impact compaction, this analysis employs the general assessment construction noise assessment methodology and criteria suggested by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).[footnoteRef:17] This guidance identifies a 1-hour Leq of 90 dBA for daytime and 80 dBA for nighttime construction noise exposure at residential uses. Commercial and industrial land use exposure to construction noise of 100 dBA is suggested as an assessment criterion. [17: 	U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.] 



In addition to the above criteria, to determine if the proposed project would result in a substantial temporary increase in noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project, persistent construction equipment noise related to an increase of 10 dBA over the existing noise levels would represent a perceived doubling of loudness and is considered a substantial temporary increase in noise levels warranting implementation of construction noise control measures. Consistent with FTA and FHWA methodology, this increase in construction noise is assessed relative to an hourly Leq and also accounts for equipment percentage uses as inventoried by FHWA.


Construction Impact Methodology –Vibration


Vibration impacts are considered significant if they would either result in levels substantial enough to result in damage to nearby structures or buildings, or result in vibration levels generally accepted as an annoyance to sensitive land uses. Groundborne noise occurs when vibrations transmitted through the ground result in secondary radiation of noise. Groundborne noise is generally associated with transit trains through tunnels and underground blasting activities, neither of which is proposed as part of this project, and therefore, this analysis is focused on groundborne vibration. 


The local regulations of the affected jurisdictions in the project area do not address vibration or provide numerical thresholds for identifying groundborne vibration impacts. In the absence of local regulatory significance thresholds for vibration from construction equipment, this evaluation uses the Caltrans-identified peak particle velocity (PPV) thresholds for adverse human reaction and risk of architectural damage to buildings. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second (in/sec) PPV.[footnoteRef:18] For building damage, the threshold depends on the architectural characteristics of the potentially affected structure (see Table 5.3-6).  [18: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 
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Caltrans Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria 


			Structure Type and Condition


			Transient Vibration Sourcesa


			Continuous Frequent Intermittent Vibration Sourcesb





			


			Maximum Peak Particle Velocity (PPV), 
inches per second (in/sec)





			Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient monuments


			0.12


			0.08





			Fragile buildings


			0.2


			0.1





			Historic and some old buildings


			0.5


			0.25





			Older residential structures


			0.5


			0.3





			New residential structures


			1.0


			0.5





			Modern industrial/commercial buildings


			2.0


			0.5











NOTES: 


a	Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls.


b	Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.





SOURCE: Caltrans, 2013.








Operational Impact Methodology


Operational noise issues evaluated in this section include (1) noise generated by automobile and bus traffic that would occur during typical daily conditions with the project and during event conditions; and (2) compatibility of potential future uses with San Francisco Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise. Traffic noise modeling was completed using the Federal Highway Administration Traffic Noise Model. 


Traffic noise level significance is determined by comparing the increase in noise levels (traffic contribution only) to increments recognized by Caltrans as representing a perceptible increase in noise levels. Additionally, it is widely accepted methodology by both FTA[footnoteRef:19] and the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON)[footnoteRef:20] that thresholds should be more stringent for environments that are already noise impacted. Consequently, for noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the significance threshold applied is an increase of 3 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.[footnoteRef:21] [19: 	Ibid.]  [20: 	Federal Interagency Committee on Noise, Federal Agency Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues, August 1992.]  [21: 	Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, September 2013, p. 2-44.] 



Operational noise from non-transportation sources such as egress of patrons from events or sound amplification equipment in common areas are assessed based on noise increases of 8 dBA (for noise generated by commercial uses) over existing ambient (L90) levels and any applicable restrictions of the City’s noise ordinance and Police Code. Although these operational noise increases would be of limited duration, they would be expected to occur throughout the life of the project and are therefore considered permanent changes in noise conditions. 


The proposed project would not introduce new operational vibration sources (e.g., impact equipment, streetcar and rail operations, and blasting activities), and therefore, there would be no operational vibration impacts, and operational vibration is not discussed further.


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Cumulative Construction Impact Methodology


Cumulative construction noise impacts are assessed by review of the cumulative project list for proposed projects that could be constructed at the same time as the proposed project and are within close enough proximity (within 1,000 feet) to make a meaningful contribution to the construction noise impact of the proposed project. An approximation is made of the cumulative construction sound levels based on the Roadway Noise Construction Model and compared to FTA criteria for construction discussed above.


Cumulative Operations Impact Methodology


Cumulative operational noise impacts are assessed by modeling cumulative plus project roadside noise levels and comparing the results with existing modeled roadside noise levels and to Caltrans perceptibility criteria discussed above.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact NO-1: Construction of the proposed project would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. (Less than Significant)


Construction activities for the proposed project are expected to occur over a 26-month period between 2015 and 2017. Construction phases would include demolition, site preparation, excavation and soil stabilization, augering and casting of piles, placement of infrastructure, placement of foundations for structures, and fabrication of structures. Demolition and construction activities would require the use of heavy trucks, material loaders, cranes, concrete saws, and other mobile and stationary construction equipment listed in Table 5.3-5 above. Piles would be cast in place into augured holes and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver.


Other Construction Activities. Soil stabilization of the project site would involve rapid impact compaction. Rapid impact compaction is a ground improvement technique that densifies shallow, loose granular soils, using a hydraulic hammer which repeatedly strikes an impact plate. The energy is transferred to the underlying loose granular soils and rearranges the particles into a denser configuration. The impact locations are typically located on a grid pattern, the spacing of which is determined by the subsurface conditions and foundation loading and geometry.


Other construction activities such as general building construction would be less noise intrusive, involving cranes, forklifts saws, and nail guns. Trucks would be used to off-haul demolition wastes, which would also marginally increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. 


Effect on Sensitive Receptors. Construction noise would be similar in magnitude to existing Leq noise levels along Third Street, but greater than existing Leq noise levels along the waterfront. However, land uses along the waterfront are recreational and are not considered noise-sensitive land uses. Thus, temporary construction noise impacts would not cause substantial increase in noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors; this impact would be less than significant.


Demolition/Mass Excavation. Demolition and mass excavation activities at the project site would involve three excavators, three loaders, three scrapers, and two bulldozers as well as two street sweepers and trucks to off-haul material. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. Table 5.3-7 presents the resultant noise levels at each of the receptors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of excavation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. 


[bookmark: _Toc410050609]Rapid Impact Compaction. Construction of the proposed project would involve use of rapid impact compaction to stabilize soils on the project site. Up to three tractors with compactor attached could operate at a given time over a 3-month period. Using an estimated noise level of 90 dBA,[footnoteRef:22] a mounted impact hammer (which is also rated at 90 dBA) was used as a proxy in the Roadway Noise Construction Model to estimate noise levels from simultaneous operation of the compactors. As can be seen from the Table 5.3-7, the contribution of compaction noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels. Actual noise levels would likely be up to 10 dBA less than indicated in the table, as compaction would occur within an excavation pit and surrounding earth walls would provide additional attenuation of compaction noise, particularly at the western site perimeter where excavation would be deepest. Predicted noise levels from impact compaction would also be less than 80 dBA at any residential  [22: 	Dietmar, et.al., Rapid Impact Compactor – An Innovative Dynamic Compaction Device for Soil Improvement, June 2007.] 



Table 5.3-7
noise levels from construction activities at 
sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Mass Excavation


			Compaction


			Pile Installation


			Shoring


			Building Construction





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			63.8


			64.0


			67.7


			61.6


			66.0





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site 


			71.2


			75.9


			75.7


			79.8


			73.6


			78.0





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site 


			67.0


			66.9


			66.8


			70.8


			64.6


			69.1











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








receptor and less than 100 dBA at any commercial receptor, which are thresholds suggested by FTA guidance and applied here for impact equipment (since they are not subject to the noise limit restrictions of the San Francisco construction noise ordinance).


Pile Installation. Piles for the proposed project would not be driven with an impact hammer, but rather cast in place with drilled auger holes. Pile installation activities at the project site would involve four drill rigs, four crawler cranes, two forklifts, four excavators, and concrete saws. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of pile installation noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Shoring. Shoring activities at the project site would involve two drill rigs, cranes, two grout mixing plants, and two excavators. Noise levels at surrounding sensitive receptors from simultaneous operation of this equipment were calculated using the Roadway Noise Construction Model. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the contribution of shoring activity noise at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Building Construction. Building construction at the project site would involve operation of two concrete pumps, two bobcats, four excavators, eight cranes, eight grandall lifts, and a variety of small tools and equipment (e.g., chop saws, nail guns, etc.). This would be the longest phase of construction, occurring over a 21-month period. As can be seen from Table 5.3-7, the noise contribution of building construction activities at residential receptors and the hospital would be less than 10 dBA over existing levels.


Cumulative Project Construction Noise. The construction schedule indicates that excavation, compaction, pile installation, and shoring activities could take place concurrently during two months of the construction schedule. This would represent the worst case scenario in terms of cumulative construction noise from the project. 


However, it would be impossible for all four activities to occur simultaneously at the same location (e.g., the nearest distance to a given receptor) and therefore, the cumulative noise level would not be the acoustical sum of these noise levels. To account for the geographic distribution of these potential simultaneous activities, only the noisiest activity (pile installation, due to the number of pieces of equipment) was assumed to occur at the nearest distance to a given receptor. All other activities were assumed to occur at a farther distance of 200 feet from pile installation activities. This adjustment was only meaningful for receptors No. 2 and 3 which are the closest to the project site. Predicted cumulative project construction noise levels are presented in Table 5.38, which shows that noise levels from concurrent construction activities would not exceed 10-dBA over the noise level criterion for any receptor. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 
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Cumulative Worst case noise levels from 
construction activities at sensitive receptors in the Project Area


			Location


			Noise Levels in dBA
(Hourly Leq)





			


			Existing Leq


			Concurrent Excavation, Compaction, Pile Installation and Shoring Activities





			1.	Madrone Mission Bay Residential Towers
Nearby residential receptor 800 feet north of project site


			70.1


			70.9





			2.	UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower)
Nearby residential receptor 200 feet from the Project site


			71.2


			80.8





			3.	UCSF Hospital 
Nearby receptor 560 feet from the Project site


			67.0


			72.8











NOTE: See Figure 5.3-1 for noise measurement locations. Leq represents the constant sound level





SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, 2015.








Other Construction Activities. During peak excavation activities, up to 400 truck trips could be generated to and from the site per day. These truck trips would increase hourly noise levels on Third Street, Mariposa Street, and Caesar Chavez Street. Assuming a 10-hour work day, the addition of 40 heavy duty truck trips to the existing peak hour traffic would increase traffic noise contributions by 2.3 dBA along Third Street during peak excavation activities. This would be a less than significant contribution to roadway noise levels.


Summary of Impact NO-1


Construction activities at the project site over a 26-month period would result in temporary increases in noise levels in the project vicinity, which could be noticeable at nearby residential and hospital land uses. Peak cumulative construction activities would occur during a 3-month period in 2015–2016 and during this time, the increase in noise levels over existing conditions would be less than 10 dBA (without mitigation). All other periods of construction would similarly be under 10 dBA. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-1, compliance with the Mission Bay Good Neighborhood Construction Noise Policy.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-1: Mission Bay Good Neighbor Construction Noise Policy


The project sponsor shall comply with the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy and limit all extreme noise-generating construction activities to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.


Comparison of Impact NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified construction-related noise impact as less than significant with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 to address noise from impact pile driving. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 requires use of noise-reducing pile driving techniques and restricting the hours of operation. Because the proposed project would be installing piles using drilling and cast-in-place techniques, the project would be implementing Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 as part of the project, and as described above, construction noise impacts would be less than significant. Thus, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure G.1 is neither warranted nor applicable to the proposed project. 


Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to construction noise than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact NO-2: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan, noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. (Less than Significant)


Proposed construction would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, which prohibits construction activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and limits noise from any individual piece of construction equipment, except impact tools approved by the Department of Public Works, to 80 dBA at 100 feet. Table 5.3-5, above, presents the maximum noise levels generated by construction equipment identified by the project sponsor as likely to be used during construction. All non-impact equipment would be consistent with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, the project would not generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local, noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related noise impact with respect to consistency with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Consequently, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to consistency with established noise standards than was previously identified.


_________________________


Impact NO-3: Construction of the proposed project would not expose people and structures to or generate excessive groundborne vibration levels. (Less than Significant)


Groundborne vibration from construction activities that involve impact activities, primarily rapid impact compaction, could produce detectable vibration at nearby sensitive buildings and sensitive receptors unless proper precaution is followed.


There are no adopted state or local policies or standards for groundborne vibration. Vibration intensity is expressed as peak particle velocity (PPV), the maximum speed at which the ground moves while it temporarily shakes. Since groundshaking speeds are very slow, PPV is measured in inches per second. The average person is quite sensitive to ground motion and levels as low as 0.02 inch per second can be detected by the human body when background noise and vibration levels are low and levels of 0.1 inches per second are considered "strongly perceptible." The Federal Transit Administration has published guidance relative to vibration impacts (see Table 5.3-6, above). According to Caltrans, new structures can be exposed to groundborne vibration PPV levels of up to 0.5 inch per second without experiencing structural damage.[footnoteRef:23] [23: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013.] 



Building Damage


Rapid impact compaction activities are proposed during the first two to three months of construction. The magnitude of vibration caused by rapid impact compaction is a function of distance from the receptor or structure of concern and the nature of surrounding soils. Groundborne vibration from activities that involve impact tools could produce significant vibration. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicates that compliance with a safe level of vibration with respect to building damage can be achieved provided that the activity occur no closer than 10 meters (33 feet) from a structure.[footnoteRef:24] The nearest structure north, across South Street, and to the south, across 16th Street would be located farther than 75 feet away, while the nearest structure to the west would be over 100 feet away. Consequently, proposed compaction activities would result in less than significant vibration impacts with respect to building damage.  [24: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Human Annoyance


Vibration levels can also result in interference or annoyance impacts at residences or other land uses where people sleep, such as hotels and hospitals. Vibration impact criteria published by Caltrans relative to these land uses are stated in terms of PPV, in inches per second. For adverse human reaction, this analysis applies the “strongly perceptible” threshold of 0.1 inches per second PPV.[footnoteRef:25] [25: 	Caltrans, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013] 



The closest residence would be the UCSF Mission Bay Housing (Hearst Tower), approximately 200 feet from the project site while the nearest hospital would be approximately 560 feet away. A recent study of vibration induced by rapid impact compaction indicated that at a distance of 30 meters (100 feet), cumulative vibration energy results in maximum vibration level of 2.3 millimeters per second (0.09 inches per second).[footnoteRef:26] Because sensitive land uses would be more than 100 feet away, worst-case cumulative vibration levels generated by rapid impact compaction would be below the strongly perceptible threshold. Therefore, due to the distance of receptors from the project site, impacts from vibration with respect to human annoyance would be less than significant. [26: 	Lauzon, Marc et.al., Ground Vibrations Induced by Dynamic compaction and Rapid Impact Compaction; submittal to the 2011 CGS Geotechnical Conference, 2011.] 



Vibration-Sensitive Equipment


Land uses with operations that could be considered to have high sensitivity to vibrations include vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing, hospitals with vibration-sensitive equipment, and university research operations. The degree of sensitivity to vibration depends on the specific equipment that would be affected by the vibration as well as on the design of the specific building in which the equipment is located. Equipment such as electron microscopes and high resolution lithographic equipment can be very sensitive to vibration, and even normal optical microscopes can sometimes be difficult to use when vibration is well below the human annoyance level. Existing medical or research uses adjacent to the project site that contain vibration-sensitive equipment could experience vibration levels during construction that exceed 0.008 inches per second (65 VdB) and potentially disturb the operation of sensitive medical equipment. As discussed in the 1998 FSEIR, construction vibration effects on sensitive equipment would be a concern for users of research buildings and could be an inconvenience. However, these users are not considered sensitive receptors, and therefore, construction vibration effects are not considered a significant environmental effect under CEQA. Nevertheless, human annoyance associated with the temporary increases in noise levels during construction could be reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-2, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations. 


Summary of Impact NO-3


Rapid impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at residential or hospital receptors. All other construction activity would generate lesser vibration levels and project construction vibration-related impacts would be less than significant. However, implementation of Improvement Measure I-NO-3, Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Operations, could reduce the temporary human annoyance associated with land uses involving vibration-sensitive equipment during construction.


Mitigation: Not required.


Improvement Measure I-NO-3: Neighbor Notification of Vibration-Inducing Construction Activities


At least one week prior to the start of rapid impact compaction activities, the project sponsor shall notify owners and occupants within 500 feet of the project site of the dates, hours, and expected duration of such activities.


Comparison of Impact NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The construction-related vibration impact was identified as less than significant in the Mission Bay FSEIR as a result of modern building design and equipment installation techniques. Similarly, as described above, the proposed project would result in less than significant vibration impacts. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts related to vibration than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Impact NO-4: Operation of the proposed project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Operation of the event center and mixed-use development would result in the introduction of new noise sources, both stationary and mobile, to the project area. Stationary noise sources would include the operation of five back-up diesel generators for maintenance purposes and mechanical equipment as well as the operation of public address systems and amplification equipment not only interior to the event center but also for occasional outdoor performances and events at the proposed Third Street plaza. Mobile noise sources would include increased traffic and crowd egress noise on local streets.


The San Francisco Noise Ordinance contains restrictions on noise from stationary sources, whereas noise from mobile sources is regulated at the state and federal level, generally through manufacturer specification requirements. The San Francisco Noise Ordinance does not address or establish restrictions on mobile sources. Therefore, the potential for adverse noise effects from stationary sources is addressed in this impact, which is specific to the standards of the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. The potential impact of mobile source operations generated by the project is addressed below under Impact NO-5 with respect to permanent increases in hourly traffic noise levels in the project vicinity and not in this impact.


This impact also addresses land use compatibility of the proposed office and retail land uses with respect to the noise standards of the San Francisco General Plan. The San Francisco General Plan establishes land use compatibility standards for land uses throughout the City for determining the compatibility of new land uses with an existing or future noise environment. Although this represents an assessment of the potential impact of the environment on the project, which is currently subject to judicial review in the State Supreme Court, noise impacts of the environment are specifically identified in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines with respect to noise from airports and private airfields. The nearby UCSF Hospital has recently constructed a helipad, the noise impacts of which is addressed as a cumulative impact under Impact C-NO-3, below. 


Stationary Noise Sources – Generators and Mechanical Equipment


The project anticipates installing on-site generators capable of providing up to three megawatts (MW) of emergency, standby and optional power to the event center in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power.[footnoteRef:27] In addition, each office and retail building would have an on-site generator capable of approximately 0.75 MW, and the proposed food hall would have a generator capable of approximately 0.5 MW, to provide fire and life safety emergency power in the case of temporary loss of normal utility power to those uses.  [27:  	Under such circumstance, the generators would provide power for fire alarms, fire command room, emergency lighting, elevators, smoke control and pressurization, fire pumps, audio system, and certain scoreboard equipment.] 



Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code establishes a not-to-exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. Unlike the state building code (Title 24) standard, which is applicable to interior living space only, the standards in Section 2909(a), (b), and (c) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected use, and the standards vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. The limits for noise generated by commercial and industrial properties such as the proposed project provide that no person shall produce or allow to be produced a noise level more than 8 dBA above the local ambient level at the property plane. 


As is common for noise standards, the permitted noise level for fixed residential interior noise limits identified in Section 2909(d) is lower at night than during the day. For example, maximum noise levels at any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property must not exceed 45 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and 50 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 


Under the proposed project, all emergency generators would be located within the parking structure on Lower Parking Level 1 and would be enclosed within dedicated rooms inside the lower level parking garage. Consequently, engine noise from generator testing is not expected to generate audible noise at receptors located outside of the event center and office structures. With the exception of emergency conditions during which these sources would be exempt from restrictions of the Noise Ordinance, all of these generators would be tested approximately once a week for less than one hour for maintenance purposes. 


The majority of the mechanical equipment would be located on the rooftops of each office building tower. All mechanical equipment would be either fully screened or located within a fully enclosed penthouse room enclosure. At the lower levels for the office buildings, mechanical equipment would be located within fully enclosed equipment rooms. For the event center, all mechanical equipment would be located indoors within fully enclosed equipment rooms located on various levels of the building. The only mechanical equipment on the roof would be the cooling tower, which would be fully screened on all four sides. Consequently, all proposed mechanical equipment would be screened and located sufficiently distant from receptors to be operated within the restrictions of the noise ordinance.


Under the proposed project, the generators would be located in a subgrade parking garage at a distance of approximately 300 feet from the nearest existing residential land use and are not expected to increase ambient noise levels because of their protected, subgrade location. Thus, maintenance operations of the backup generators and other mechanical equipment would not result in noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance, and the operational noise impacts from generators and other mechanical equipment would be less than significant. 


Stationary Noise Source – Amplified Sound


For certain events, portions of the proposed outdoor plazas may be equipped with video screens and speakers, which would result in increased sound-level generation. This equipment could operate prior to and/or after some basketball games or events at the event center to generate excitement. In addition, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the proposed Third Street plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events that may also involve amplified sound.


Promoters of any proposed outdoor events on the site’s outdoor plaza that would use amplified sound or music would be required to obtain a permit from the City prior to the event. Section 1060.1 of the Police Code requires a permit to conduct, operate, or maintain a place of entertainment, limited live performance locale or one-time event within the City and County of San Francisco. Concerts on the plaza would require the promoter to obtain a Limited Live Performance Permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. 


Article 1, Section 47.2 of the Police Code, while generally focused on truck-mounted amplification equipment, regulates the use of any sound amplifying equipment, whether truck-mounted or otherwise. Hours of operation are restricted to between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., unless permitted by the San Francisco Entertainment Commission. As basketball games generally start at 7:30 p.m., operation of video screens and speakers on the plazas prior to basketball games would be consistent with these time restrictions of Article 1, Section 47.2. Operation of outdoor speakers on the plaza would require the applicant to obtain an Outdoor Amplified Sound/Loudspeaker Permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing as discussed in the Setting section. Notwithstanding this consistency with the Police Code, due to the as yet unknown nature of future outdoor events at the project site, the use of amplified sound equipment would still have the potential for significant noise impacts in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Consequently, Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) is identified to ensure that sound levels generated by amplified equipment would be consistent with Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code, which establishes a not-to-exceed (except through a variance) noise standard for fixed sources of noise and from licensed place of entertainment or other location subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission. For noise generated from a commercial property, the relevant noise limits are 8 dBA above the ambient L90 level at any point outside of the property plane of the commercial use. For a Place of Entertainment, the low-frequency dBC criterion would additionally apply, where no noise or music shall exceed the low frequency ambient criterion by more than 8 dBC.


The proposed event center would also host approximately 45 concerts a year, in addition to other events (see Chapter 3, Table 3-3), which would operate amplified sound equipment within the event center. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Entertainment Commission Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities requires permit holders to provide a cell phone point of contact to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided, Design of the proposed event center includes layers of doors and an intervening concourse, which would serve to minimize leakage of concert/event noise within the event center to the outside areas. Additionally, the proposed 160-foot office towers with 90-foot podium structure, and the proposed gatehouse building located on the west side of the site would provide a barrier between the event center and sensitive land uses to the northwest and southwest, which would further attenuate any potential leakage of interior concert/event noise. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future events within the arena, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Noise Exposure of Proposed Event Center and Office Uses


The project proposes development of office and retail land uses, which are generally not considered noise-sensitive uses. Noise monitoring in the project area indicates existing noise levels to be 75 DNL (day-night noise level) at the setback of Third Street (see Table 5.3-3 above). These levels represent the noise exposure levels which the proposed uses at the site would be subject to.


Policy 11.1 of the San Francisco General Plan identifies use of sound level guidelines established for a particular land use, as shown in the land use compatibility chart (see Figure 5.3-2, above). For sports event centers, an exterior sound level of 77 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. For office land uses such as those proposed under the project, the land use compatibility chart indicates that noise exposure of 75 DNL or less is conditionally acceptable but that conventional construction with closed windows and fresh air supply systems will normally suffice. Because both the event center and office and retail buildings would be constructed using modern materials and techniques which include ventilation systems and non-operable windows, these land uses would be consistent with the compatibility standards of the General Plan. Consequently, exposure to noise levels in excess of standards in the local general plan would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact NO-4, Operational Noise from Stationary Sources


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new stationary noise sources that would be subject to the requirements of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. These new sources include generators and mechanical equipment, as well as the potential for amplified sound within the Third Street plaza. Due to the proposed enclosed and subgrade location for generators, enclosed location for majority of the event center mechanical equipment, and the rooftop locations and proposed mechanical screens for mechanical equipment for the office and retail buildings, predicted noise levels from proposed new stationary sources would not meaningfully contribute to the existing monitored ambient noise levels in the project area, and the project would therefore be consistent with the restrictions of the noise ordinance. 


The proposed project would also introduce new land uses, and these new uses would be exposed to noise levels of up to 75 DNL. However, modern building techniques and materials as well as inclusion of non-operable windows and ventilation systems would be sufficient to ensure that the project would comply with land use compatibility requirements of the San Francisco General Plan, and this impact would be less than significant.


With respect to amplified sound, either interior to the event center or in open-air plazas on the project site, the predicted sound levels and hours of occurrence would be consistent with the noise ordinance. However, due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future outside events at the Third Street plaza, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) would ensure that noise levels from amplified sound exterior to the event center would comply with the noise ordinance. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b, Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit, would ensure that noise levels from concerts, basketball games, and other events would comply with the noise ordinance, regardless of current unknowns as to the nature of future events within the arena. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4a: Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound


The project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venues to reduce the potential for noise impacts from public address and/or amplified music. This Noise Control Plan shall contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements for outdoor concerts.


· Speaker systems shall be directed away from the nearest sensitive receptors to the degree feasible.


· Outdoor speaker systems shall be operated consistent with the restrictions of Section 2909 of the San Francisco Police Code, and conform to a performance standard of 8 dBA and dBC over existing ambient L90 noise levels at the nearest residential use.


Mitigation Measure M-NO-4b: Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit


As part of the Place of Entertainment Permit process, the project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venue to reduce the potential for noise impacts from interior event noise. This Noise Control Plan shall, at a minimum, contain the following elements:


· The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in applicable entertainment permit requirements.


· The establishment shall provide adequate ventilation within the structures such that doors and/or windows are not left open for such purposes resulting in noise emission from the premises.


· There shall be no noise audible outside the establishment during the daytime or nighttime hours that violates the San Francisco Municipal Code Section 49 or 2900 et. seq. Further, absolutely no sound from the establishment shall be audible inside any surrounding residences or businesses that violates San Francisco Police Code section 2900.


· Permit holder shall take all reasonable measures to insure the sidewalks adjacent to the premises are not blocked or unnecessarily affected by patrons or employees due to the operations of the premises and shall provide security whenever patrons gather outdoors.


· Permit holder shall provide a cell phone number to all interested neighbors that will be answered at all times by a manager or other responsible person who has the authority to adjust volume and respond to other complaints whenever entertainment is provided.


Comparison of Impact NO-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The operational noise impact with respect to noise from generators and mechanical equipment was not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, this project impact would be less than significant, so under the project, there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The operational noise impact with respect to amplified sound was addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to outdoor concert events at the AT&T ballpark. This impact was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin Final EIR, which included implementation of a plan limiting events to three per year and establishing a 3 dBA increase over existing ambient noise levels as a performance standard. As described above, the proposed project impact would be similar, so there would be no new or substantially more severe impacts from what were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact NO-5: Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact NO-4, above, this impact addresses the introduction of new mobile noise sources with respect to the potential for permanent, long-term increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Mobile noise sources include vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise with Transit Service Plan


Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would increase noise levels along existing roadways. Under the Transit Service Plan (TSP) included as part of the project, light rail service on the T Third line would be increased, and three special event shuttles would be implemented, including a 16th Street BART Shuttle, Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle. Increases in noise from traffic on existing roadways are assessed by modeling existing and future roadway noise levels and comparing the resulting increase to standards published by FICON. For noise environments where the ambient noise level is 65 dBA DNL or less, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 5 dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a readily perceptible increase. In noise environments where the ambient noise level exceeds 65 dBA DNL, the applicable significance threshold is an increase of 3dBA or more, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase.


Increased traffic noise with the TSP was assessed for four separate scenarios, consistent with those analyzed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. First, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions (year 2015 inclusive of traffic from foreseeable development) during the weekday peak hour (4 to 6 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of convention traffic associated with the proposed project. Second, roadside noise levels were modeled for existing conditions during the weekday “evening” hour (6 to 8 p.m.) and compared to conditions with the addition of pre-basketball game traffic. A third scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the weekday “late” hour (9 to 11 p.m.) reflecting the contributions of post basketball game traffic. Lastly, a scenario assessed roadside noise levels with and without basketball game traffic during the Saturday evening peak hour (7 to 9 p.m.).


Noise levels were determined for this analysis using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Prediction Model based on baseline and future traffic projections developed as part of the transportation analysis (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation). Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments are presented in Table 5.3-9. Noise levels in Table 5.3-9 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.
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Table 5.3-9
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project with TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			69.7


			1.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.1


			69.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.1


			4.9


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			57.9


			0.4


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.0


			1.4


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.6


			2.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.5


			-0.9c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			63.7


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			62.2


			10.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.2


			6.8


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			63.3


			3.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			64.4


			4.7


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			65.8


			1.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.1


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			61.9


			7.2


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.0


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.6


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.5


			2.1


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and egress routing during events.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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As shown in Table 5.3-9, weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along Third Street where noise levels would increase by less than 3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along 16th Street and Mariposa Street would increase by as much as 4.9 dBA. However, the existing traffic noise levels along these streets is below 65 dBA and therefore the applicable threshold would be 5 dBA, which would not be met or exceeded. Thus, the roadside noise impact along these two streets would be less than significant. 


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 10.0 and 6.8 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.2 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant permanent increase in noise levels.


Physical noise mitigation (i.e., installation of noise barriers) does not represent a feasible mitigation measure for these event-driven noise impacts. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of this EIR identifies transportation-related mitigation measures, which would likely not reduce potential noise impacts at most of these roadway segments, where traffic volumes would need to be reduced by half of the projected volumes for noise levels to be reduced below thresholds. Mitigation in terms of rerouting project traffic would have the potential to result in secondary traffic-related impacts or transfer of noise impacts from one roadway to another. Consequently, operational noise impacts during events with implementation of the TSP would be significant and unavoidable, with no feasible mitigation that would reduce roadside noise levels even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified under Impact TR-2 in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mobile Noise Source – Vehicular Traffic Noise, No Transit Service Plan


Under this project scenario, it is assumed that the proposed TSP is not successfully implemented, thus resulting in higher trip generation (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, for discussion of the rationale for analyzing this scenario). Increased vehicular traffic associated with the proposed project would further increase noise levels along roadways used to access the project site beyond the levels identified above.


Modeled weekday and weekend traffic noise level estimates for the six roadway segments without the TSP are presented in Table 5.3-10. Noise levels in Table 5.3-10 represent conditions with and without the project for all four analyzed project scenarios.


As shown in Table 5.3-10, without the TSP weekday traffic noise level increases would be less than significant for receptors along 3rd Street where noise levels would increase by less than 
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Table 5.3-10
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Proposed Project without TSPa


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Convention


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			69.1


			69.8


			0.7


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			<0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			65.4


			5.1


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			<0.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.5


			1.1


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.7


			1.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			68.5


			70.1


			1.6


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.1


			69.2


			0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			58.2


			63.6


			5.4


			Yesb





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			57.5


			58.0


			0.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.6


			67.3


			1.7


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.4


			67.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			63.4


			62.7


			-0.7c


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			63.7


			64.1


			0.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			52.1


			61.9


			9.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			53.4


			60.1


			6.7


			Yes





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.2


			65.1


			4.9


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			59.7


			65.0


			5.3


			Yesb





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Basketball Game


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.8


			3.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			65.1


			65.4


			0.3


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			62.5


			7.8


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			55.0


			1.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			64.4


			3.0


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			65.5


			5.1


			Yesb











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This is a significant impact under the no TSP scenario that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


c	Traffic routing during event egress would be conducted such that volumes on Third Street would be reduced compared to a non-event scenario. 





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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3 dBA for all scenarios analyzed. Roadside noise levels along Mariposa Street would increase by more than 5 dBA during the weekday late and Saturday evening hours which would be a significant increase that would not occur under the with TSP scenario.


Roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would increase by more than 5 dBA under several scenarios. Specifically, under the weekday p.m. peak hour and evening hours, roadside noise levels along Illinois Street would increase by more than 5 dBA with the addition of convention event traffic, the latter of which would not occur under the with-TSP scenario. During the “late night” (9 to 11 p.m.) scenario, post-basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard by 9.8 and 6.7 dBA, respectively. Finally, under the Saturday “evening” scenario, basketball game traffic would increase roadside noise levels along Illinois Street by 7.8 dBA. Consequently, roadside noise level increases at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry Francois Boulevard would be a significant noise impact. While this impact would occur only for a few hours per event, given that there would be up to 225 events per year, this impact is considered a significant permanent increase in noise levels.


Mobile Noise Source – Crowd Noise


Noise generated by event patrons and retail customers could result in increased noise along surrounding streets, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours (depending on the event timing) and at the end of scheduled games/events when large numbers of people would be departing the event center and walking on local streets to access their transit connections or access their vehicles at local parking locations. The proposed arena would be considered a place of entertainment and the applicant would be required to obtain a Place of Entertainment permit from the San Francisco Entertainment Commission, and this permit process would require a public hearing and include a neighborhood outreach requirement as discussed in the Setting section. The Commission has established a good neighbor policy for entertainment venues within the City that includes eight policies that address noise generation (see Regulatory Framework, above).


A variety of transit options would be available to event patrons under the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, indicates that during the late evening egress hours (9 to 11 p.m.) of a weekday basketball or concert event, over 4,500 people would take transit options and that over 3,000 people would be using the northbound Muni T-Line platform, which is approximately 70 feet from and facing the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building. Observations of current platform occupancy during these hours indicate that fewer than 10 persons are typically present on the platform at any one time. Consequently, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in people gathering in front of the UCSF Hearst Tower housing complex during the targeted 45-minute post-event egress period for approximately 45 basketball games per year and up to 60 additional full capacity concerts and other sporting events per year (see Table 3-3 of the Project Description). In addition to this, there could be smaller capacity family events or daytime conventions. 


To estimate noise levels from departing crowds after an event, noise monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T-Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game at AT&T Park was conducted in April 2015. Short-term noise monitoring was located at a setback of approximately 70 feet from the 2nd and King Street (Ballpark) platform. Although the 320-foot-long Ballpark platform is longer than the existing 160-foot T-Line platform across from the project site, the proposed project would include extension of this platform from 160 to 320 feet (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation); therefore this noise measurement would be representative of future project conditions. However, it should be noted that the measured data from the Ballpark platform also included vehicle traffic on King Street and crowd noise on the north side of the street; consequently, these noise measurements may overestimate the magnitude of the potential impact at the project site. 


Monitored noise levels during the egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90, with an Lmax of 90.2 dBA. These noise levels may be compared to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2014 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the UCSF Housing (Hearst Tower) (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 55 dBA, L90 and Lmax of 89.8 dBA. The L90 data indicates that existing noise levels at the UCSF Hearst Tower residential building during quieter periods would be substantially increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days. 


Given that the residential units in this building are elevated up to 15 stories, shielding does not represent a feasible option to mitigating this crowd noise impact. Relocating the northbound platform away from Hearst Tower would also likely be an infeasible option due to resultant secondary impacts to Muni operations of the T-Line. Consequently, the noise impact resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and unavoidable. 


Nevertheless, it should be noted that these noise increases at the Muni platform would be of limited duration, with post game dispersion rate of about 45 minutes and would only occur on event nights. The project sponsor, as part of its site management practices, would implement the San Francisco Entertainment Commission's Good Neighbor Policy for nighttime entertainment activities, urging patrons to respect the quiet of the neighborhood as they leave the area and providing a phone number to all interested neighbors to respond to complaints. Furthermore, it is assumed that the Hearst Towers have been designed to Title 24 noise insulation standards to mitigate exterior noise levels to a 45 dBA interior performance standard, although this standard would likely not be met if the windows are open.


Other than Hearst Tower, the UCSF Hospital is located over 1,000 feet from the southbound Muni platform and would not be expected to experience a substantial noise increase from crowd egress. An additional UCSF housing building in proposed for Block 15, west of Fifth Street, but this location, while quieter is located over 1,000 feet away from the proposed arena and transit platform and would be shielded by intervening buildings, including the Sandler Neuroscience Building, Arthur and Toni Remberock Hall, and Hearst Tower.


Summary of Impact NO-5, Operational Noise from Mobile Sources


Noise levels generated by crowds prior to, during, and after events is expected to result in a substantial increase in noise levels at the receptor adjacent to the northbound Muni T-Line transit platform, particularly during nighttime egress hours of 9 p.m. to 11 p.m., and this impact would be significant and unavoidable.


Operation of the proposed project would introduce new mobile noise sources that would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events under either the with-TSP or the no-TSP scenarios and even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, as described in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. These measures identify additional transportation demand management strategies beyond those already incorporated in the proposed project that the project sponsor would pursue in collaboration with the City.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact NO-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified traffic noise increases as less than significant and no mitigation was required. The FSEIR also assessed crowd noise in combination with outdoor concert noise (cheering within the outdoor ballpark). Noise from patron egress was not assessed.


Consequently, the significant and unavoidable traffic and crowd noise impact identified in Impact NO-5 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and adjacent to Terry Francois Boulevard. In addition, neither the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building nor the Muni T-line platform were constructed at the time of the Mission Bay FSEIR impact analysis.


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-NO-1: Construction activities of the proposed project combined with cumulative construction noise in the project area could cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity during construction. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The geographic scope of analysis for cumulative noise and vibration construction impacts encompasses sensitive receptors within approximately 500 feet of the proposed project site. Beyond 500 feet, the contributions of noise from other projects would be greatly attenuated through both distance and intervening structures and their contribution would be expected to be minimal. Section 5.1, Impact Overview, presents the list of reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity that could contribute to cumulative construction noise, which in particular would include the construction activities associated with implementation of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the Mission Bay campus and other nearby Mission Bay development projects with construction schedules that could overlap with project construction. Some of the listed cumulative projects are sufficiently distant to not meaningfully contribute to construction noise impact. 


Mission Bay Blocks 33/34 is identified as a variant in the 2014 UCSF LRDP and was analyzed as a pre-2020 project. Phase 1 of this 500,000 gsf office development is scheduled to start construction in 2016, which would occur simultaneously with construction of the proposed project. The UCSF LRDP EIR found that at the Mission Bay campus site, proposed construction activities between 2015 and 2019 include new construction at Block 15 housing, Block 33 research building, Block 33/34 parking garage, and the cancer outpatient building. These construction projects, which could occur concurrently, were identified as resulting in a significant cumulative impact on the noise environment in the site vicinity, largely as a result of pile driving activities. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to this already identified cumulative impact, either through compounding the extent and/or magnitude of construction noise in the project vicinity or through extending the duration of construction noise in the project vicinity. UCSF development located at Block 25B (across Third Street) is scheduled for construction in 2023. Additionally, the Cancer Outpatient Building is scheduled for construction starting 2018. Consequently, both of these cumulative projects would occur after completion of proposed project construction and would not combine with the proposed project in a cumulative construction noise impact.


The Uber/ARE project on Blocks 26/27 is estimated to start construction by the end of 2015, and construction could be concurrent with the proposed project. This project is immediately north of the project site, across South Street, and immediately across Third Street from the nearest sensitive receptor to the project site, the UCSF Mission Bay housing at Hearst Tower. Construction of the proposed project would contribute to cumulative construction noise from this adjacent project. 


Additionally, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and development of Bayfront Park, both directly east of the project site are expected to be completed by the time the proposed project is in operation. Therefore, construction activities associated with the roadway realignment and park would likely overlap with construction of the proposed project, further contributing to cumulative construction noise. Thus, even though construction noise generated by the proposed project alone would not result in a significant noise impact, the proposed project's contribution to the cumulative noise impact from overlapping construction activities in the immediate project vicinity could be cumulatively considerable, and a potentially significant impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1, Construction Noise Control Measures, would reduce the project's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. Given that this measure would implement construction-related noise control measures for a project that does not include impact pile-driving, which was the principal activity and focus of the significant and unavoidable finding of the UCSF LRDP EIR, the cumulative contribution of the proposed project's construction noise impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Measures.


Contractors shall employ site-specific noise attenuation measures during construction to reduce the generation of construction noise. These measures shall be included in a Noise Control Plan that shall be submitted for review and approval by the OCII or its designated representative to ensure that construction noise is reduced to the degree feasible. Measures specified in the Noise Control Plan and implemented during project construction shall include, at a minimum, the following noise control strategies:


	Equipment and trucks used for construction shall use the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds). 


	Construction equipment with lower noise emission ratings shall be used whenever possible, particularly for air compressors.


	Sound‐control devices no less effective than those provided by the manufacturer shall be provided on all construction equipment.


	Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible; this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures, such as use of drills rather than impact tools, shall be used where feasible.


	Stationary noise sources such as material stockpiles and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as possible. 


	Enclosures and mufflers for stationary equipment shall be provided, impact tools shall be shrouded or shielded, and barriers shall be installed around particularly noisy activities at the construction sites so that the line of sight between the construction activities and nearby sensitive receptor locations is blocked to the extent feasible.


	Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be prohibited.


	Construction‐related vehicles and equipment shall be required to use designated truck routes to travel to and from the project sites as determined with consultation with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction (see Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates). 


	The project sponsor shall designate a point of contact to respond to noise complaints. The point of contact must have the authority to modify construction noise‐generating activities to ensure compliance with the measures above and with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not contain an analysis of cumulative construction noise impacts per se, although as a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the construction noise impact of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan as a whole, covering development throughout an area over 300 acres in size, which is essentially a cumulative analysis. As described above in Impact NO-1, the FSEIR identified construction-related noise impacts as less than significant with mitigation to address noise from impact pile driving. Consequently, the cumulative construction noise analysis for the proposed project would have the same significance conclusions as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impact than previously identified. 


_________________________


Impact C-NO-2: Operation of the proposed project when considered with other cumulative development would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Operational noise impacts of the proposed project would primarily result from increased traffic on the local roadway network. Cumulative plus project traffic data were used to estimate the cumulative operational noise increases shown in Table 5.3-11. Significant cumulative increases in ambient roadside noise levels are predicted to occur at three of the six road segments analyzed.


While cumulative noise levels are predicted to increase by 3 dBA or more along Third Street, as can be seen from Table 5.3-10, the project contribution to this increase is less than 1.5 dBA which would not be considered a cumulatively considerable contribution, based on FICON guidance for transportation noise which indicates that noise increases of 1.5 dBA warrant further analysis. Therefore, this cumulative increase along Third Street is not a cumulative noise increase of the proposed project. 


However, a significant cumulative noise increase would occur along Illinois Street during weekday convention events and Saturday basketball events. Additionally, cumulative noise levels along Mariposa Street during Saturday basketball events would increase by more than 5 dBA with the project contributing more than 1.5 dBA of this increase. This would result in a cumulatively considerable noise impact of the proposed project. Noise from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform across from Hearst Tower following the end of events would also contribute to cumulative, long-term increases in noise levels.


Operation of the proposed project would contribute to ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Cumulative increases in roadway traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable during events even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures identified in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)
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Table 5.3-11
Modeled cumulative Traffic Noise Levels 


			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Convention Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			69.1


			71.8


			72.2


			0.4


			3.1


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.8


			<0.1


			1.9


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			65.8


			3.3


			5.5


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			61.9


			<0.1


			2.1


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			68.2


			1.0


			1.8


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			68.0


			0.9


			2.5


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			71.8


			72.1


			0.3


			3.0


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			71.8


			71.9


			0.1


			2.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.5


			64.8


			2.3


			4.5


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			61.9


			62.0


			0.1


			2.2


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			67.9


			0.7


			1.5


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			67.1


			67.8


			0.7


			2.3


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing


			Cumulative without 
Project


			Cumulative plus Basketball Event


			Project Contribution


			dBA Difference Over Existing


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)





			Third Street between South Street and 
China Basin Street 


			64.7


			67.5


			68.9


			1.4


			4.2


			Noa





			Third Street between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street


			65.1


			67.3


			67.5


			0.2


			2.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			57.8


			62.7


			4.9


			8.0


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			58.2


			58.5


			0.3


			4.5


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			62.4


			64.6


			0.2


			3.2


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			62.7


			65.9


			3.2


			5.5


			Yes











NOTES:	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 30 or 35 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. The incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3 dBA with an ambient noise environment greater than 65 dBA.





a	Although a cumulative noise impact would occur along Third Street, because the projects would contribute less than 1.5 dBA to this increase, the projects contribution is not considered cumulatively considerable.





SOURCE: ESA 2015
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Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, Impact TR-2)


Comparison of Impact C-NO-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Traffic noise increases were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as less than significant and no mitigation was required. Consequently, the significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic noise impact identified in Impact C-NO-2 would be a new significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project not previously identified in the 1998 FSEIR. This is a result not only of traffic generated by events at the proposed arena but also because of new sensitive receptors subsequently developed along Illinois Street and Mariposa Street.


_________________________


Impact C-NO-3: Occupants of the proposed project would not be substantially affected by noise from future operations of the helipad at the adjacent UCSF Hospital. (Less than Significant)


Beginning in 2015, the UCSF Medical Center began operating a helipad that has occasional helicopter operations. Because helicopter overflights would be isolated occurrences, their single event instantaneous noise level would be of brief duration and would be greater than ambient noise levels noise contributions, with a maximum noise level of 85 dBA expected (based on a 95 dB single event noise exposure level[footnoteRef:28]). The relative infrequency and acoustical nature of a helicopter overflight noise varies distinctly from traffic generation and other steady-state project noise sources such that the summing of the acoustical energy of ambient noise and helicopter operations is not a meaningful cumulative analysis. In other words, during the brief periods of helicopter overflight, helicopter noise will dominate over the ambient noise levels, rendering the cumulative contribution of other ambient sources insignificant. Therefore, future helicopter noise is assessed as an isolated event. [28: 	The single event noise exposure level, or SENEL is a noise metric that normalizes the sound energy of a single event such as an aircraft fly-over over the period when the sound level is within 10 dB of the Lmax. As stated on Page 19 of the cited report (UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009), the SENEL is typically 10 dB higher than the Lmax for aircraft noise., ] 



Noise modeling for helicopter operations at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay was presented as part of the Final EIR, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.[footnoteRef:29] This modeling indicated that the 65 dB CNEL[footnoteRef:30] noise contour during average day and busy-day helicopter operations extends to the east across Third Street, but does not include the project site. Because the event center, office and retail land uses proposed by the project are not considered noise sensitive land uses and because the 65 dB CNEL contour does not extend onto the project site, the cumulative noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant. [29:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay—Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009.]  [30: 	CNEL is roughly equivalent to DNL, usually within 1 dBA] 



Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact C-NO-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


An addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared in 2008 that addressed the noise impacts of operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad. This analysis only identified operational noise impacts to residential areas to the south and east of the hospital helipad and mitigation measures were identified to address these impacts. However, the residual noise impact, after mitigation, was determined to be significant and unavoidable for residential uses. The proposed project would not include residential or other noise sensitive land uses, so there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impacts from what were disclosed in the FSEIR and associated addenda.
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:57:43 AM


True gross square footage for the gatehouse in the proposed Project is approx. 11,550 GSF.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:51 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


Thanks for this.  Understood regarding the gatehouse maximum height.


Regarding your response from last evening regarding the Variant gatehouse size of 4,150 gross square
feet, can you please provide me with the Proposed project gatehouse size as well.


Thanks.


-Paul


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:39 AM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Attached:
- CORRECTED corrected variant site plan (note the new label for gatehouse height**)
- Variant west elevation


**Paul, we're using the max. height of the gatehouse's sloping roof for both CEQA site plans (proposed
Project and Variant). Our concurrent submittal of design documentation to OCII measures avg. height
according to the D4D (vs. taking a conservative max) and therefore lists different gatehouse heights. To
prevent any confusion between the documents, we suggest you insert an explanatory footnote to
address the difference in methodologies.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 7:54 AM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; 'Clarke Miller'
Cc: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)';
'Murphy, Mary G.'; 'Joyce'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


See attached for corrected variant site plan. Elevation forthcoming.
Kate


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:06 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.


Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
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Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project


d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.


2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.







4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?



mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com





g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).


3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108


415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,
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Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels


2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
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To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Murphy, Mary


G.; Joyce; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:51:20 AM


Kate:


Thanks for this.  Understood regarding the gatehouse maximum height.


Regarding your response from last evening regarding the Variant gatehouse size of 4,150 gross square
feet, can you please provide me with the Proposed project gatehouse size as well.


Thanks.


-Paul


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:39 AM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Attached:
- CORRECTED corrected variant site plan (note the new label for gatehouse height**)
- Variant west elevation


**Paul, we're using the max. height of the gatehouse's sloping roof for both CEQA site plans (proposed
Project and Variant). Our concurrent submittal of design documentation to OCII measures avg. height
according to the D4D (vs. taking a conservative max) and therefore lists different gatehouse heights. To
prevent any confusion between the documents, we suggest you insert an explanatory footnote to
address the difference in methodologies.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 7:54 AM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; 'Clarke Miller'
Cc: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)';
'Murphy, Mary G.'; 'Joyce'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


See attached for corrected variant site plan. Elevation forthcoming.
Kate


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Kate Aufhauser
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:06 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Variant gatehouse is approximately 4,150 gross square feet.


Northeast staircase width is 12'-9'' at the bottom, 17'-8'' at the top. Southeast staircase is 25'-7''. Those
are minimum widths, and we would be likely to at least study increasing them if we were to engage in
further design development on the variant down the road. It's my understanding, however, that the
more conservative assumptions for pedestrian traffic should rely on the narrowest possible design
option.


Thanks.


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


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:35 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Kate:


No worries.  Thanks for the timely response.


- Paul
______________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:42 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce
Subject: RE: Vaant site plan and wind data


Paul et al.,


Most of the changes you outlined can be explained by a small error on our part: our architects photo-
shopped in the variant plaza design to our Schematic Design site plan rather than our CEQA site plan.
The first is a slightly more developed design, while the latter is the natural evolution of our NOP site
plan (maintained throughout CEQA for ease of public understanding). The differences between the two
are almost exclusively aesthetic, though, - in other words, no changes to square footages or other
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analytical inputs between CEQA and Schematic Design.


Nevertheless to minimize confusion our architects will be transferring our the variant plaza design onto
the same CEQA site plan already in our Project Description (Figure 3-5) for consistency's sake. They'll be
able to do so before the start of business (pacific time) tomorrow morning, 5/13. Hope that helps tie
things up.


As to your other questions:


1.


a.      See above, no change intended


b.      See above, no change intended


c.       See above, no change intended from proposed CEQA project


d.      See above, no change intended


e.      You're correct that the gatehouse size was reduced. The architect who made that move is on a
plane right now but I will track down the difference for you asap.


f.        The Main Lower Plaza will have the same capacity for outdoor event equipment like a basketball
court, temporary (artificial) turf lawn, or ice rink as the proposed Project's Main Plaza.


g.      Based on my own eyeballing of the stairs in comparison to the Main Upper Plaza dimensions, I'd
guess the northeast stairs are 20' and the southeast stairs are 25'. I will have our architects confirm this
as well.


2.      Confirmed, no change in land use and total square footages between the proposed Project and
the Variant.


3.      Parking count would be 875-900, pending further design decisions within the garage. Jose has
suggested a range of this type would be an appropriate way to capture the current design intent. There
would be no change to proposed loading count.


4.      We can prepare an elevation if one is desired. I'll have our architects hop on that right away and
see what they can output by tomorrow morning.


Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst


510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)


kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


[Golden State Warriors]<http://www.nba.com/warriors/>


website<http://www.nba.com/warriors/> | tickets<http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets> |
app<http://www.nba.com/warriors/app> | social<http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect> | find
us<http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact>


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year<http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014>
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From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 3:20 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN);
Murphy, Mary G.; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: FW: Variant site plan and wind data


Clarke:


Thanks for the Variant plans and the update on the wind study.  Upon review, we have the following
inquiries on the Variant site plan:


1.       Besides the change to the Third Street Plaza vicinity, there appear to be a number of other
changes in the Variant site plan compared to the proposed project site plan (i.e., Figure 3-5 in the EIR
Project Description).  For example:


a.      For the Variant, at the theater entrance, the southeast portion of the event center does not
extend as far south as the proposed project


b.      For the Variant, the northeast side edge of the Food Hall appears to extend slightly further out
towards the corner compared to the proposed project


c.       For the Variant, you shade two areas on the event center perimeter in light blue (e.g., the
atrium), and it appears that those may represent a glass covering.  Are these areas different than what
you are proposing for the proposed project (e.g., you had removed the glass above the atrium for the
proposed project in Figure 3-5)


d.      For the Variant, the "South Street Retail" and "Food Hall" roof contains different features
compared to the proposed project


e.      For the Variant, the gatehouse appears notably smaller in size (although 2 feet higher) than the
gatehouse for the proposed project; can you estimate the square footage in size of the gatehouse for
Variant vs. the proposed project.


f.        For the Variant, you indicated earlier that the "Main Lower Plaza" will be paved.  So to confirm,
will there be any subsurface infrastructure to accommodate at at-grade exterior ice rink at this location,
or to be converted to a basketball court, etc. for special events?


g.      Can you provide the proposed width of the pedestrian stairways leading from the Main Lower
Plaza to the Main Upper Plaza?


2.      Please confirm all land use square footages (e.g., office, retail, open space) for the Variant are
identical to the proposed Project (i.e., in Table 3-1).


3.      Please provide the proposed on-site parking/loading count for the Variant.


4.      Are you preparing an elevation from Third Street (similar in style to Figure 3-13 in the EIR Project
Description) for the Variant, as discussed?


Paul Mitchell


ESA | Community Development


550 Kearny Street, Suite 800


San Francisco, CA 94108
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415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax


pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:


RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Date:


Tue, 12 May 2015 20:26:42 +0000


From:


Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com><mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com>


To:


Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org><mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
<kaufhauser@warriors.com><mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>


CC:


Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)
<joyce@orionenvironment.com><mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org><mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org><mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com<mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>)
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com><mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com>, Catherine Reilly
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>)
<Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org><mailto:Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org>


Team,


Here is a link (https://www.dropbox.com/sh/vf1qb9hilmkyw1a/AACBUSGsivzpsLdcarj77Klia?dl=0) to the
vara variant site plans in three formats:


1.       CEQA Variant Site Plan - no labels


2.       CEQA Variant Site Plan Height Labels - only heights/descriptions are labeled


3.       CEQA Variant Site Plan All Labels - these are all the labels Catherine requested for the site plan
we're submitting as part of our OCII BCSD entitlements.


Also, I received an update from RWDI that they will be sending results this afternoon for the two
scenarios discussed previously - base project with mitigations and the vara variant. I'm told that the
results from both tests indicate that the total hours of off-site wind exceedance drops below the existing
condition. Before ESA drops in the info, we should discuss whether the results from the base project
with mitigations are intended to be used in the DSEIR; Mary, do you have a recommendation?


Thanks,
Clarke
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From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:26 AM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)'
Cc: 'Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>)'; 'Van de Water,
Adam (ECN)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris and team,


Our wind consultants have indicated they'll have wind results for us by end-of-day. The charts will cover
the mitigation testing on the original plaza design (we re-tested with wind screens, canopies, etc.) and
a separate table for the Vara Variant. I'll forward them as soon as we get them.


We'll also have a vara site plan this afternoon which I'll forward once I have it.


Please let us know if there's any outstanding information required pertinent to the vara.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Clarke Miller
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 6:00 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Variant site plan and wind data


Chris,


Understood. RWDI is planning to have the vara variant in the wind tunnel tonight. I have a call with
them tomorrow morning to confirm and to understand the early results. I'll pass along an update as
soon as I have it.


The site plan is underway and shouldn't be a problem to have to you by COB Tuesday.


Thanks,
Clarke


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]<mailto:[mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org]>
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com<mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com>)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com<mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com>); Van de Water,
Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Variant site plan and wind data
Importance: High


Hi Clarke and Kate,
Sorry to have to nag you about this, but we really need the variant site plan and wind data ASAP. As of
now, the variant chapter will not be completed by 5/15 per the schedule I sent last week. If ESA
receives the needed information by COB tomorrow, they will complete the variant chapter for review by
Monday 5/18. Any later than that will likely delay publication of the DSEIR.


Alternatively, we could of course drop the variant.


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
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From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 9:52:18 AM


The project life has a critical impact on the total mitigation cost.  Did they provide
any details on why they are assuming a 3-year project life?  The average useful life
of a vehicle is more like 11+ years from what I've seen.


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


On May 12, 2015, at 10:42 AM, Range, Jessica (CPC) <jessica.range@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Hi Paul and Adam,
 
Here’s the latest with where we are on the BAAQMD Offset Mitigation.  We are unclear
how the capital recovery factor plays into the calculation since we assume this would
be a onetime fee that is used within a relatively short period of time to achieve actual
emissions reductions.  The equation they used to get to the funding amount is:
 
12,000 tons of emissions reductions X 17.11 tons of emissions  X 5% admin fee
Capital Recovery Factor at 0.347
 
BAAQMD staff says this follows the Carl Moyer Guidelines and we have been directed
to the attached appendices.  The second appendix explains the CRF and shows they are
using a 3 year project life.  Please provide your insights regarding this calculation.
 
Thank you,
 
 
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
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
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From: Alison Kirk [mailto:AKirk@baaqmd.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Henry Hilken; David Vintze; Anthony Fournier
Subject: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
 
Jessica,
 
As I mentioned on the telephone, both Anthony and Dave are comfortable basing the
cost-effectiveness of the air quality mitigation measure on  the Vehicle Buy Back
program’s average cost of $12,000/ton of emission reductions. Thus, for the mitigation
measure Anthony determined:
 


Proposed mitigation funding:  $620,922 (includes 0.347 CRF factor and 5%
admin fee)
Emissions to mitigate:  17.11 TPY of ozone precursors (NOx + ROG)


 
Please let me know if you have any questions. Thanks.
 
Alison Kirk, AICP
Senior Environmental Planner
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109
 
Tel. 415-749-5169
Fax 415-749-4741
 


<2011cmp_appc_07_11_14.pdf>


<2011cmp_appg_03_30_15.pdf>



http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/

mailto:AKirk@baaqmd.gov






From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: "Clarke Miller"; Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods; David Kelman; richyworks@mac.com
Subject: FINAL PRE-PRINT CHECK
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 12:06:47 PM
Attachments: image003.png
Importance: High


Catherine –
 
Please review the attached (link below) and make sure we picked up all your comments before I
start printing this.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/2o3wndl31o4v3cn/2015.05.12_Commissions_Book_TuesdayDraft.pdf?
dl=0
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 9:56:14 AM


From what I understand they use 3 years as a standard but recognize that the
benefits will occur beyond 3 years. I think they chose 3 years because that's what
CARB uses in it's Carl Moyer calculations.


Jess


Sent from my iPhone


On May 13, 2015, at 9:52 AM, "Van de Water, Adam (ECN)"
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org> wrote:


The project life has a critical impact on the total mitigation cost.  Did they
provide any details on why they are assuming a 3-year project life?  The
average useful life of a vehicle is more like 11+ years from what I've
seen.


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


On May 12, 2015, at 10:42 AM, Range, Jessica (CPC)
<jessica.range@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hi Paul and Adam,
 
Here’s the latest with where we are on the BAAQMD Offset Mitigation. 
We are unclear how the capital recovery factor plays into the calculation
since we assume this would be a onetime fee that is used within a
relatively short period of time to achieve actual emissions reductions.  The
equation they used to get to the funding amount is:
 
12,000 tons of emissions reductions X 17.11 tons of emissions  X 5%
admin fee
Capital Recovery Factor at 0.347
 
BAAQMD staff says this follows the Carl Moyer Guidelines and we have
been directed to the attached appendices.  The second appendix explains
the CRF and shows they are using a 3 year project life.  Please provide
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your insights regarding this calculation.
 
Thank you,
 
 
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
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
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From: Alison Kirk [mailto:AKirk@baaqmd.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Henry Hilken; David Vintze; Anthony Fournier
Subject: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
 
Jessica,
 
As I mentioned on the telephone, both Anthony and Dave are
comfortable basing the cost-effectiveness of the air quality mitigation
measure on  the Vehicle Buy Back program’s average cost of $12,000/ton
of emission reductions. Thus, for the mitigation measure Anthony
determined:
 


Proposed mitigation funding:  $620,922 (includes 0.347 CRF factor
and 5% admin fee)
Emissions to mitigate:  17.11 TPY of ozone precursors (NOx + ROG)


 
Please let me know if you have any questions. Thanks.
 
Alison Kirk, AICP
Senior Environmental Planner
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109
 
Tel. 415-749-5169
Fax 415-749-4741
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Beth Goldstein
Subject: Fwd: FW: call Paul Franke at UCSF
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 2:01:21 PM


Hi Chris,
Beth Goldstein at Hydroconsult Engineers received a call from someone at UCSF
regarding the Warriors EIR.  See name and phone number below.  How should Beth
proceed?


Thanks,
Joyce


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:FW: call Paul Franke at UCSF


Date:Tue, 12 May 2015 14:47:43 -0500 (CDT)
From:Beth Goldstein <bgoldstein@hydroce.com>


To:joyce@orionenvironment.com
CC:Mary McDonald <marym@hydroce.com>


Ummm, this seems odd—how should I proceed??
 


From: Erin McLachlan [mailto:erinmsmail@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 4:00 PM
To: 'Beth Goldstein'
Subject: call Paul Franke at UCSF
 
Commentor on the Warriors EIR.  415-514-9209
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Craig Freeman (CFreeman@sfwater.org); Eickman, Kent (CWP)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Mary Lucas McDonald


(mary@orionenvironment.com); Reilly, Catherine (OCII)
Subject: SFPUC memo re Mission Bay Sanitary
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 11:03:00 AM
Attachments: Excerpts from 7_mission_bay_campus_site_-_setting_impacts_and_mitigation_measures.pdf


Mission_Bay_SanitaryPS_22515_Signed.pdf
Text for SFPUC MBPS Memo.docx


Importance: High


Hi Craig and Kent,
The attached draft memo describes the potential improvements to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump
Station that could be needed if additional wastewater flows are directed to this pump station to
serve the Warriors project. As you will see, the description of the potential improvements is very
general – this level of detail is sufficient for the DSEIR. We need a final signed version of this memo
on SFPUC letterhead for the DSEIR admin record by COB May 15.
 
As we’ve discussed, neither this memo nor the discussion of potential impacts that could result from
construction of these improvements in the DSEIR commit the project to directing flows to the
Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station or SFPUC to building these improvements. Those determinations
should be made through the project approval process. The purpose for including this information in
the DSEIR is only to disclose the potential environmental impacts if this option is implemented.
 
Please let me know ASAP if you wish to discuss this further or see any issues in providing the final
memo by this Friday.
Thanks for your help with this!
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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7.15 Utilities and Service Systems 



This section considers the setting and utilities and service system impacts of implementation of 
the 2014 LRDP at the Mission Bay campus site. The Regional Setting, Regulatory 
Considerations, Significance Standards and Analysis Methodology for analysis of potential 
effects of Utilities and Service Systems are contained in Section 4.15 of this EIR. The CEQA 
Significance Standards presented in Section 4.15.3 are used to evaluate the potential utilities and 
service systems impacts of all proposed 2014 LRDP activities. 



The overall effects on water supply, wastewater treatment, storm drainage facilities, solid waste 
disposal and energy demand resulting from implementation of the 2014 LRDP were evaluated in 
Chapter 5, 2014 LRDP – Impacts and Mitigation Measures. As discussed in Chapter 5, these 
overall effects would be less than significant. Impacts that are specific to the Mission Bay campus 
site are discussed below. 



7.15.1 Utilities and Service Systems – Mission Bay Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures 



Impact UTIL-MB-1: There would be sufficient water supply infrastructure to serve 2014 
LRDP development at the Mission Bay campus site. (Less than Significant) 



Engineering studies have determined that it is not necessary to replace and/or upsize City low 
pressure piping already constructed, as there is sufficient capacity in the pipe system to supply 
increased water demand in order to serve the proposed 2014 LRDP development at the Mission 
Bay campus site, including development on Blocks 33 and 34. However, in order to obtain 
required pressures within proposed buildings, water pumps may need to be installed. This would 
be determined at the time buildings are designed (Freyer & Laureta, Inc, 2013 and 2014). The 
impact would be less than significant. 



There also is sufficient capacity in the Fire Protection Water Supply System to meet fire flow 
requirements for each proposed building, including development on Blocks 33 and 34 (Freyer & 
Laureta, 2013 and 2014). Additional campus fire protection water supply piping would need to be 
installed by UCSF per Exhibit 4, Low Pressure Water Exhibit, as described in the UCSF Mission 
Bay Civil Master Plan, adjacent to development blocks to serve future buildings (Freyer & 
Laureta, Inc, 2013). The impact would be less than significant. 



Mitigation: None required. 



Impact UTIL-MB-2: There may be impacts related to wastewater infrastructure as a result 
of 2014 LRDP development at the Mission Bay campus site. (Potentially Significant) 



UCSF independent engineering studies based on pre-hospital sanitary sewer flows (original 
projects) have determined that it is not necessary to replace and/or upsize City and University 
sanitary sewer conveyance piping already constructed in order to serve the proposed growth at the 
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Mission Bay campus site, including development on Blocks 33 and 34. The City has not validated 
these studies and will still need to evaluate collection system capacities to ensure adequate 
capacity remains during detailed project design phase(s). However, sanitary sewer piping would 
need to be constructed to serve future development parcels. This does not deviate from the UCSF 
Mission Bay Civil Master Plan (Freyer & Laureta, Inc, 2013 and 2014). 



The estimated peak flow increase to the pump station on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Block 
P15 due to the University’s proposed growth is 159 gallons per minute (0.23 million gallons per 
day), resulting in the need for pump station capacity of 6.63 million gallons per day. This is below 
the pumping capacity of the pump station. Based on engineering studies and original projections of 
demand at the UCSF campus to provide extra capacity for UCSF LRDP, the pump station can be 
modified without structural or piping modifications by replacing existing 25 horsepower (hp) 
pumps with 30 hp pumps. These more powerful pumps are physically the same size as the existing 
pumps and can be connected to the existing discharge piping. Replacement of existing pumps with 
30 hp pumps would increase the pump station capacity to 5,100 gpm (7.34 million gallons per day) 
(Freyer & Laureta, Inc, 2013). However, these engineering studies’ assumptions will need to be 
confirmed with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). The SFPUC has recently 
indicated that additional upgrades and modifications to the P15 pump station may include 
(1) replacement of existing pumps with larger pumps than those assumed above; (2) additional 
pumps and enlargement of the pump station wet well with associated controls; (3) modification of 
the force main; (4) odor control; (5) other modifications may be necessary for proper operations. 
(Michael Tran, SFPUC, August 7, 2014). However the University will only address pump capacity 
and not any pre-existing pump station deficiencies observed by the SFPUC. 



The replacement of the P15 pumps proposed by UCSF would be subject to review and approval 
by the SFPUC. Because it is unknown at this time whether the SFPUC would approve this 
upgrade or require additional modifications to the P15 pump station, UCSF has conservatively 
concluded that potential improvements to the P15 pump station may be required that may also 
result in physical environmental effects. 



The planned storm drain pump station on Block P23 (to be installed by FOCIL-MB, 
LLC/Mission Bay Development Group) would remove stormwater that is currently directed to the 
Mariposa Pump Station. Mariposa Pump Station is a combined sewer pump station, but it will be 
used to convey sanitary flows for the areas within Mission Bay, including the Phase 1 Medical 
Center at Mission Bay, when the storm drain pump station on Block P23 is complete. The new 
storm drain pump station on Block P23 would drastically reduce the volume of Mission Bay wet 
weather flow from entering the Mariposa Pump Station. Although Mission Bay wet weather flow 
would not be directed to the Mariposa Pump Station in the future (when the storm drain pump 
station on Block P23 is complete), the station must be operated with a clear distinction between 
wet and dry weather under strict State and Federal regulations, and thus not increase the actual 
dry weather capacity of the pump station. 



However, the SFPUC has recently indicated to UCSF that average dry weather flows to the 
Mariposa Pump Station are exceeding previous projections and existing capacity for dry weather 
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flows, which in turn requires occasional use of the wet weather pumps to handle the increased dry 
weather flows. This flow increase is not a result of UCSF Mission Bay development since 
developed blocks in Mission Bay do not yet discharge the projected flow rate from blocks 
tributary to the Mariposa Pump Station, as defined in the Mission Bay Sanitary Sewer Master 
Plan. The SFPUC has further indicated to UCSF that the dry weather pump station may need to 
be upsized to handle increased demand in dry weather flows to the Mariposa Pump Station. The 
SFPUC is currently evaluating the adequacy of temporary measures such as pipe reconfiguration 
to handle existing and planned flows during the interim period between the opening of the Phase 
1 Medical Center on February 1, 2015 and a permanent long term solution for Mariposa Pump 
Station and the associated growth in the pump station service area. (Michael Tran, SFPUC, 
August 1, 2014). It is not known at this time whether any pipe improvements downstream of the 
pump station has affected pump performance at this time. 



Because it is unknown at this time whether the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and 
associated sanitary collection system are adequate to handle flows resulting from 2014 LRDP 
development at the Mission Bay campus site, UCSF has conservatively concluded that potential 
improvements to the pump station may be required that may also result in physical environmental 
effects. 



Mitigation Measure UTIL-MB-1: UCSF will monitor sanitary sewer flows to the P15 
pump station in congruence with on-going monitoring conducted by the SFPUC. If the 
SFPUC determines that improvements are required to increase the capacity of the P15 
pump station as a result of development within the pump station basin, including 2014 
UCSF LRDP development at the Mission Bay campus site, UCSF will contribute its fair 
share to SFPUC for the potential required pump capacity improvements. 



UCSF will monitor sanitary sewer flows to the Mariposa Pump Station in congruence with 
on-going monitoring conducted by the SFPUC. If the SFPUC determines that 
improvements are required to increase the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station as a 
result of development within the pump station basin, including 2014 UCSF LRDP 
development at the Mission Bay campus site, UCSF will contribute its fair share to SFPUC 
for the potential required improvements. 



Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable. Because potential 
improvements are outside UCSF jurisdiction to implement, the impact is considered 
significant and unavoidable even with the incorporation of the above-noted mitigation 
measures. 



Impact UTIL-MB-3: There would be sufficient storm drainage infrastructure to serve 2014 
LRDP development at the Mission Bay campus site. (Less than Significant) 



The storm drain piping in the public streets surrounding and traversing the Mission Bay campus 
site is of sufficient size to collect planned 5-year storm runoff from the campus site. The increase 
in growth proposed by the 2014 LRDP does not increase planned drainage volumes from 
development blocks. Based upon understanding of the Mission Bay Storm Drainage Master Plan 
and Campus Storm Drain Piping, engineering studies have determined there is no need to replace 
and/or upsize City and University storm drainage conveyance piping already constructed 
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Technical Memorandum  



To:    Manfred Wong – SFPUC                     



            Bessie Tam – SFPUC 
 



Thru:    Wallis Lee – DPW Hydraulic Section   
 
From:    Bassam Aldhafari – DPW Hydraulic Section 
 
Date:       February 25, 2015   
 
Subject:   Hydraulic Assessment of Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station 



 



Executive Summary: 



The Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station (MBSPS) was constructed in year 2011 within 



block P15. The original design flow (full build‐out) to the station accounted for 2 MGD and 



6 MGD average and peak flow respectively in a study by Olivia Chen Consultants (Dated 



December 2000). Included in the study was a projection of 66 GPM (Average) and 200 



GPM (Peak) for blocks 29 and 30 combined (see Attachment 1 for location). According to 



UCSF Long Range Development Plan Entitlement Increase Analysis (Dated May 2013), the 



current average and peak flow projections to MBSPS are 2.1 MGD and 6.63 MGD 



respectively at full build‐out.   



 



A flow meter was installed by the SFPUC to measure diurnal flows in the 33‐inch influent 



sewer that connects to the wet well at MBSPS. Current flow entering the station is 



approximately 2.2 MGD average and 3.3 MGD peak during dry weather conditions.  



 



Enclosed Attachments: 



Attachment 1: Aerial Image and Major Drainage Elements 



Attachment 2: Plan of Influent Sewer, Station, and Discharge Force main 



Attachment 3: Plan and Profile of 33‐inch Influent Sewer (Flow Meter Location) 



Attachment 4: Profile of Wet Well and Pump Performance Curve at MBSPS 



Attachment 5: Average and Peak Flow Projections from December 2000 Report by Olivia  



                           Chen Consultants  



Attachment 6: Average and Peak Flow Projections from August 2004 Report by Winzler  



                           & Kelly Consultants  



Attachment 7: Peak Sanitary Flow Projection Exhibit from May 2013 UCSF LRDP 



Attachment 8: Exhibit of Average and Peak Flow Projections from New Warriors Arena 



Attachment 9: Pump Curve of Proposed MBSPS Upgrade by F&L from 2013 UCSF LRDP  
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Background: 



The Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station was constructed within Block P15 part of the Mission Bay Development 



area and bounded by Mission Bay Blvd South, Mission Bay Blvd North, Third St East, and Fourth Street West (see 



Attachment 1 for reference). The station was originally designed to collect sanitary flow from Mission Bay South 



of the Channel (Labeled System “2” in previous study by Olivia Chen Consultants, 2000). The originally projected 



average and peak flow that would enter the new station was estimated to be 2 MGD and 6 MGD respectively in 



December 2000. The UCSF Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Entitlement Increase Analysis dated May 17, 



2013 states that the pump station was later designed to accommodate an average and peak flow rate of 2.1 



MGD and 6.4 MGD respectively based on a sanitary sewer analysis prepared by Winzler & Kelly dated August 



2005 (see Attachment 6). Additionally the LRDP states that in‐situ pump performance testing was performed in 



May 2010 by Winzler & Kelly, showing the pump station discharged at a rate of 6.7 MGD.  The station pumping 



capacity will need to be retested as the original test conducted capacity test of each pump individually and not 



all pumps simultaneously, which is needed to determine total peak flow capacity of the station. According to the 



LRDP, UCSF estimates an increase of 0.23 MGD to previously projected flow of 6.4 MGD resulting in a need to 



accommodate a total of 6.63 MGD at MBSPS. The LRDP recommends replacing the existing pumps will increase 



the pumping capacity to 7.34 MGD (see Attachment 9 for Pump Performance Curve). This recommendation was 



assembled without the participation of SFPUC and has not been approved as an adequate methodology to 



increase the station’s overall pumping capacity.  



To estimate the amount of flow discharged by parcel users to the pump station, the SFPUC installed a flow 



monitor within the 33‐inch influent sewer connecting to the station wet well. Based on measured data from 



beginning to mid January of 2015, the pump station receives an average flow rate of 1500 GPM (2.2 MGD) and a 



peak flow rate of 2300 GPM (3.3 MGD) under normal dry weather conditions (See Figure 1 below).    



 



Figure 1: Flow Meter Data from 33‐Inch Influent Sewer to Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station (Normal Dry Weather Conditions) 
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Under wet weather conditions, the peak flow entering the station can reach a peak flow rate of 3700 GPM (5.3 



MGD) and an average flow increasing to 2000 GPM (2.9 MGD) compared to average dry weather conditions (see 



Figure 2 below). The increase in average and peak flow during storm events is largely due to contribution from 



storm runoff and groundwater entering the sewer system through sewer joints, manholes, or possible cross 



connections from storm laterals to sewer mains.  



 



 
Figure 2: Flow Meter Data from 33‐Inch Influent Sewer to Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station (Wet Weather Conditions) 



Summary of Findings: 



Based on collected flow meter data, and data obtained from the City’s DCS for Mission Bay Sanitary Pump 



Station, the existing station is receiving 2.2 MGD Average and 3.3 MGD Peak flow under normal dry weather 



conditions. Based on pump a pump test conducted in 2010, the station had capacity to pump 6.7 MGD, testing 



each of the three pumps individually. A new test should be conducted to validate current pumping capacity. 



Based on current meter data, the station is has not reached the pump design capacity at current build‐out. 



Continued monitoring of flow meter data and pump station is recommended as development continues within 



the remaining parcels to assess pump station performance.  



cc:   DPW:    Norman Chan    Iqbal Dhapa    Louis Douglas    Richard Graham    Bimu Shrestha    Cliff Wong     



SFPUC:  Tony Flores        George Engel     Michael Tran    Brian Carlomagno   Ed Ho    Kent Eickman  



               Leslie Webster   Lori Regler  
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Mission Bay Proiect Separated Sanitary Sewer Anaivsis 



Table 2 Distribution of Sanitary Flow in System "2" 



Pipe Segment Contributing Parcels Average Max 
U/S D/S Total Total Inflow 



node node Inflow 



Name Perc. Name Perc. Name Perc. (gpm) (gpm) 
B63 B64 41 50% 21B 100% 42 125 



B64 B65 21A 100% 0 0 



B65 B66 18A 100% 42 100% 18B 100% 40 121 



B66 B67 43 100% 31 94 



B67 B68 14 100% 12 35 



B59 B60 12 100% 48 143 



B60 B61 



B61 B62 



B62 B68 



B68 B69 



B69 B70 



B70 B71 15A 100% -17 51 



B71 B72 15B 100% 17 50 



B72 B73 16A 100% 26 78 



B73 B 4 16B 100% 15 45 



B I B2 23A 100% 22 100% 18 54 



B2 B3 20A 100% 19B 100% 31.1 93.4 



B3 B4 19A 100% 17A/B 100% 66.4 199.2 



B42 B43 13 100% 40.9 122.6 



B43 B44 



B44 B45 



B45 B46 



B46 B47 



B47 B51 



B48 B49 5 50% 12.0 35.9 



B49 B50 



B50 B51 



B51 B52 



B41 B52 3 100% 28.4 85.1 



B52 B7 



B 7 B 6 4 100% 33.8 101.4 



B53 B54 11 100% 25 74 



B54 B55 



B55 B 6 5 50% 12 36 



B40 B 6 



B6 B5 



B56 B57 



B57 B58 6 100% 34 101 



Olivia Chen Consultants, Inc 
LACae«us\1259W RBponsa}iJC-Q0U?epoiTiRepon2-rev5 Dec 2000 (Joe PageS 











Mission Bay Proiect Separated Sanitary Sewer Analysis 



Pipe Segment Contributing Parcels Average 
Total 



Inflow 



Max 
Total Inflow U/S 



node 
D/S 
node 



Contributing Parcels Average 
Total 



Inflow 



Max 
Total Inflow U/S 



node 
D/S 
node 



Name Perc. Name Perc. Name Perc. (gpm) (gpm) 
B58 B5 



B39 B5 ? 100% 33.8 101.4 



B5 B 4 



B 4 B12 



B13 B14 30 100% 27.9 83.6 



B14 B16 



B16 B17 



B17 B9 27 100% 30.4 91.3 



B8 B 8 B 29 100% 23B 100% 36.8 110.5 



B 8 B B9 



B 9 BIO 



BIO B i l 20B 100% 0.0 0.0 



B15 B19 28 100% B a y l 100% 23.0 69.1 



B19 B20 26A 100% Pier 54 100% 9.2 27.6 



B20 B21 



B21 B22 



B22 B i l 26 100% 30.4 91.3 



B33 B34 2 100% 27.4 82.2 



B34 B35 1 100% SWL337 50% 242.8 728.4 



B32 B36 



S W L 
337 50% 183.8 551.3 



B30 B31 



Pier 



48 100% Pier 50 100% 109.1 327.2 



B31 B36 9 100% 14.2 42.6 



B36 B37 8 100% 4.3 13.0 



B26 B27 9 A 100% 9.0 27.1 



B27 B28 



B28 B29 



B29 B37 10 100% 28.5 85.5 



B37 B38 



B23 B24 10A 100% 14.8 44.4 



B24 B25 



B25 B38 



B38 B i l 



B i l B12 



B12 P U M P 17C 100% 15.0 45.1 



Total (MGD) 2.00 6.00 



a — Olivia Chen Consultants, Inc 
HCate«us\ 125B105 Reports\Dec-OtJiRef!Ofi\Report2-rev5 Dec 2O00 tfoc Page 9 
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MISSION BAY SANITARY SEWER PUMP STATION #3 
Basis of Design Report 



DRAFT - 4 - 



Table 2 – Flow Projection Comparison 
INFLOW CONTRIBUTION (GPM) 



OC Sewer Analysis 2000 W&K Sewer Analysis 2005 
Block ADF  MDF ADF MDF 



1 59.0 177.1 56.1 178.1 
2 27.4 82.2 38.9 116.7 
3 28.4 85.1 31.9 95.7 
4 33.8 101.4 37.8 113.5 
5 24.0 71.9 24.6 73.7 
6 34.0 101.0 31.0 92.9 
7 33.8 101.4 36.5 109.5 
8 4.3 13.0 6.2 18.6 
9 14.2 42.6 11.6 34.7 



9A 9.0 27.1 7.3 22.0 
10 28.5 85.5 38.7 116.1 



10A 14.8 44.4 11.6 34.7 
11 25.0 74.0 25.0 74.0 
12 48.0 143.0 48.0 143.0 
13 40.9 122.6 48.8 146.4 
14 12.0 35.0 12.0 35.0 



15A 17.0 51.0 17.0 51.0 
15B 17.0 50.0 17.0 50.0 
16A 26.0 78.0 26.0 78.0 
16B 15.0 45.0 15.0 45.0 



17A/B 40.0 121.0 24.2 72.5 
17C 15.0 45.1 19.6 58.7 
18A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
18B 3.0 9.0 3.0 9.0 
19A 26.0 78.0 29.0 87.0 
19B 17.0 51.0 20.7 62.0 
20A 16.5 49.5 
20B 40.3 120.9 51.5 154.4 



21A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
21B 22.0 64.0 19.2 57.6 
22 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 



23A 18.0 54.0 18.0 54.0 
23B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
26 30.4 91.3 42.8 128.3 



26A 4.0 13.0 28.1 84.4 
27 30.4 91.3 42.8 128.3 
28 22.0 65.0 28.7 86.1 
29 39.0 117.0 15.5 46.4 
30 27.9 83.6 31.1 93.2 
41 20.0 61.0 
42 37.0 111.0 
43 31.0 94.0 



73.0 219.1 



BAY 1 1.4 4.0 1.4 4.0 
PIER 48 40.0 118.0 40.0 118.0 
PIER 50 70.0 209.0 70.0 209.0 
PIER 54 5.0 15.0 5.0 15.0 
SWL 337 367.6 1102.6 367.6 1102.6 



TOTAL (MGD) 2.1 6.2 2.1 6.4 
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Chart 1 ‐ SSPS Pump Upgrade
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Executive Summary:


The San Francisco Department of Public Works conducted a hydraulic assessment of the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station to determine its as-built wastewater capacity as well as the existing flows to the pump station. The SFPUC has reviewed the information to evaluate whether the pump station has sufficient capacity to accommodate anticipated future wastewater flows within the Mission Bay South area. The analysis has shown that improvements will be required to accommodate anticipated flows from the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus. Should additional wastewater flows be directed to this pump station from other development projects, additional improvements would be required. 


Background: 


The Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station was constructed within Block P15 of the Mission Bay Development area in 2011 and accepted by the City in 2012. This pump station receives only wastewater (dry-weather) flows from within the Mission Bay South area and is equipped with four submersible pumps. Testing in 2010 indicated that the pump station has the capability of pumping 6.7 mgd, but new testing would be needed to confirm this conclusion because the original test only measured the individual capacity of each pump, not the capacity of all pumps operating simultaneously. Monitoring by the SFPUC in 2015 indicates that during dry weather, existing average wastewater flows to the pump station are 2.2 mgd and peak flows are 3.3 mgd. Under wet weather conditions, the average wastewater flows can reach 2.6 mgd and the peak flows can reach 5.3 mgd, largely due to contributions from storm runoff and groundwater entering the sewer system through sewer joints, manholes, or possible cross connections from storm laterals to sewer mains.


Under current conditions, existing wastewater flows are within the capacity of the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. However, UCSF has indicated to the SFPUC that under full build out of its recently approved Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), UCSF flows to this pump station will be 6.63 mgd, close to the most recently measured capacity of 6.7 mgd. To address this, the LRDP recommends replacing the existing pumps to increase the capacity to 7.34 mgd to accommodate additional future flows from the UCSF Mission Bay Campus. However, this recommendation has not been approved by the SFPUC and the selected modifications would be need to designed and implemented by the SFPUC.  


In accordance with Mitigation Measure UTIL-MB-1 of UCSF’s LRDP Environmental Impact Report, UCSF will monitor sanitary sewer flows to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station in congruence with on-going monitoring conducted by the SFPUC to determine when improvements to the pump station are required. 





Summary of Findings:


Based on the above analysis, existing wastewater flows are within the capacity of the existing Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. However, improvements to the pump station will be required to accommodate UCSF flows at full build out of the Mission Bay campus. Improvements proposed by UCSF would accommodate flows from the UCSF Mission Bay campus. However, additional upgrades and modifications would be required to accommodate flows from other developments within the Mission Bay South area at full build out, including the event center and mixed use development proposed by the Golden State Warriors. These improvements could include actions such as replacing existing pumps with larger pumps; installing additional pumps; enlarging the pump station wet well and installing associated controls; and modifying or realigning the force main. Because existing flows are within the capacity of the Mission Bay Pump Station, the need for improvements is not immediate, but monitoring to be implemented by UCSF and the SFPUC will be used to determine the appropriate timing for the necessary improvements. 


Enclosed Attachments:


Attachment 1: 	Hydraulic Assessment of Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station, February 25, 2015. Prepared by San Francisco Department of Public Works.


Attachment 2: 	Excerpts from University of California, San Francisco 2014 Long Range Development Plan Environmental Impact Report. August 2014. State Clearinghouse Number 2013092047







From: David Cantor
To: Molly Hayes
Cc: Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord, John - AOL; Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly,


Catherine (ADM); Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Jacob Nguyen; Ed Boscacci; Sravan Paladugu
Subject: Re: GSW Dewatering Proposal
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:42:17 AM
Attachments: image001.png


SWPS #1 has been complete for several years. Other issues have held up
acceptance ... Too complicated to explain here.  We are hopeful that we can have
the pump station accepted by year end


Sent from my iPhone
Dave Cantor
707-975-3389


On May 12, 2015, at 7:11 AM, Molly Hayes <mhayes@warriors.com> wrote:


Dave,


Thanks for the in-depth review. I am huddling with BKF to discuss your suggested
option. We will hold on sending in the dewatering proposal to SFPUC until we explore
your option further.
 
Where does SWPS #1 stand currently – under construction, in testing before the
handoff to PUC, etc.? When do you estimate the handoff will be complete?
 
Best,
Molly
 


From: David Cantor [mailto:dcantor@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 10:09 AM
To: Molly Hayes; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord,
John - AOL; Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
Molly –
                     
Upon review of the draft “Construction Dewatering Strategy” from Langan Treadwell
Rollo and the “Storm Drain Report for Mission Bay, Parks P23 and P24” by BKF, both
documents dated May 6, 2015, MBDG provides the following:


Based on current schedules for both Stormwater Pump Station No. 5 (SWPS #5) and
Parks P23/P24, and on prior history of SFPUC acceptance of similar projects, it is not
likely that SFPUC will accept any facilities impacted by the proposed dewatering.
 Because the proposed dewatering would be likely to impact the operation of the
pump station and BMP’s located in P23/P24 at a time when MBDG will be attempting
to perform functional acceptance testing and secure final acceptance of the facilities
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from the SFPUC, we do not view the proposed strategy  (Option 1 or Option 2) as a
viable path forward.


After an internal review, MBDG suggests a “third option” of locating the dewatering
treatment system northeast of the GSW project, on the future Park P22, and directing
the treated dewatering effluent north to the completed Stormwater Pump Station No.
1 (SWPS #1) outfall; see attached PDF for location.  MBDG is currently working with
SFPUC to secure final acceptance of SWPS #1, and we remain hopeful that the facility
can be accepted prior to the start of the dewatering operations.   After SFPUC
acceptance of the completed SWPS# 1 facility, we propose that GSW locate the
dewatering facilities as shown in “Option 3” and direct the discharges to SWPS #1
outfall. This would accomplish similar objectives to GSW's current proposals, while
avoiding the uncertainty, risk, and delays to the SWPS #5 and P23/P24 SFPUC
acceptance process.
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
 
David E. Cantor, PE, CCM, DBIA
MBDG | Mission Bay Development Group
410 China Basin Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
Office ~ 415.355.6620
Mobile ~ 707.975.3389
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 2:15 PM
To: David Cantor; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van
Noord, John - AOL; Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
All,
 
Let me know if you have any comments or changes by Monday at 10 am. We would
like to incorporate them and send PUC the dewatering proposal by EOD Monday.
 
Thanks,
Molly
 


From: Molly Hayes 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 6:36 PM
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To: 'David Cantor'; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van
Noord, John - AOL; Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
Here are the two attachments referenced.
 
Best,
Molly
 


From: David Cantor [mailto:dcantor@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 6:26 PM
To: Molly Hayes; Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van Noord,
John - AOL; Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
Molly –
 
Would you please send over the attachments as referenced in Langan’s report.
 
Thanks,
 
David E. Cantor, PE, CCM, DBIA
MBDG | Mission Bay Development Group
410 China Basin Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
Office ~ 415.355.6620
Mobile ~ 707.975.3389
 
 
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 5:52 PM
To: Stewart, Luke; Hoey, Janea; David Cantor; Jeffrey Tarantino; Ybarra, Tolio; Van
Noord, John - AOL; Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
MBDG, MBTF, and OCII,
 
Please see the attached dewatering strategy proposal for Blocks 29-32. We would
appreciate feedback before sending to SFPUC.
 
Thanks,
Molly
 
--
Molly Hayes
Arena Project Analyst | Golden State Warriors



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:dcantor@mbaydevelopment.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:mhayes@warriors.com
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1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Freeman, Craig (PUC); Eickman, Kent (CWP)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Mary Lucas McDonald


(mary@orionenvironment.com); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: SFPUC memo re Mission Bay Sanitary
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 11:03:27 AM
Attachments: Excerpts from 7_mission_bay_campus_site_-_setting_impacts_and_mitigation_measures.pdf


Mission_Bay_SanitaryPS_22515_Signed.pdf
Text for SFPUC MBPS Memo.docx


Importance: High


Hi Craig and Kent,
The attached draft memo describes the potential improvements to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump
Station that could be needed if additional wastewater flows are directed to this pump station to
serve the Warriors project. As you will see, the description of the potential improvements is very
general – this level of detail is sufficient for the DSEIR. We need a final signed version of this memo
on SFPUC letterhead for the DSEIR admin record by COB May 15.
 
As we’ve discussed, neither this memo nor the discussion of potential impacts that could result from
construction of these improvements in the DSEIR commit the project to directing flows to the
Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station or SFPUC to building these improvements. Those determinations
should be made through the project approval process. The purpose for including this information in
the DSEIR is only to disclose the potential environmental impacts if this option is implemented.
 
Please let me know ASAP if you wish to discuss this further or see any issues in providing the final
memo by this Friday.
Thanks for your help with this!
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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7.15 Utilities and Service Systems 



This section considers the setting and utilities and service system impacts of implementation of 
the 2014 LRDP at the Mission Bay campus site. The Regional Setting, Regulatory 
Considerations, Significance Standards and Analysis Methodology for analysis of potential 
effects of Utilities and Service Systems are contained in Section 4.15 of this EIR. The CEQA 
Significance Standards presented in Section 4.15.3 are used to evaluate the potential utilities and 
service systems impacts of all proposed 2014 LRDP activities. 



The overall effects on water supply, wastewater treatment, storm drainage facilities, solid waste 
disposal and energy demand resulting from implementation of the 2014 LRDP were evaluated in 
Chapter 5, 2014 LRDP – Impacts and Mitigation Measures. As discussed in Chapter 5, these 
overall effects would be less than significant. Impacts that are specific to the Mission Bay campus 
site are discussed below. 



7.15.1 Utilities and Service Systems – Mission Bay Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures 



Impact UTIL-MB-1: There would be sufficient water supply infrastructure to serve 2014 
LRDP development at the Mission Bay campus site. (Less than Significant) 



Engineering studies have determined that it is not necessary to replace and/or upsize City low 
pressure piping already constructed, as there is sufficient capacity in the pipe system to supply 
increased water demand in order to serve the proposed 2014 LRDP development at the Mission 
Bay campus site, including development on Blocks 33 and 34. However, in order to obtain 
required pressures within proposed buildings, water pumps may need to be installed. This would 
be determined at the time buildings are designed (Freyer & Laureta, Inc, 2013 and 2014). The 
impact would be less than significant. 



There also is sufficient capacity in the Fire Protection Water Supply System to meet fire flow 
requirements for each proposed building, including development on Blocks 33 and 34 (Freyer & 
Laureta, 2013 and 2014). Additional campus fire protection water supply piping would need to be 
installed by UCSF per Exhibit 4, Low Pressure Water Exhibit, as described in the UCSF Mission 
Bay Civil Master Plan, adjacent to development blocks to serve future buildings (Freyer & 
Laureta, Inc, 2013). The impact would be less than significant. 



Mitigation: None required. 



Impact UTIL-MB-2: There may be impacts related to wastewater infrastructure as a result 
of 2014 LRDP development at the Mission Bay campus site. (Potentially Significant) 



UCSF independent engineering studies based on pre-hospital sanitary sewer flows (original 
projects) have determined that it is not necessary to replace and/or upsize City and University 
sanitary sewer conveyance piping already constructed in order to serve the proposed growth at the 
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Mission Bay campus site, including development on Blocks 33 and 34. The City has not validated 
these studies and will still need to evaluate collection system capacities to ensure adequate 
capacity remains during detailed project design phase(s). However, sanitary sewer piping would 
need to be constructed to serve future development parcels. This does not deviate from the UCSF 
Mission Bay Civil Master Plan (Freyer & Laureta, Inc, 2013 and 2014). 



The estimated peak flow increase to the pump station on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Block 
P15 due to the University’s proposed growth is 159 gallons per minute (0.23 million gallons per 
day), resulting in the need for pump station capacity of 6.63 million gallons per day. This is below 
the pumping capacity of the pump station. Based on engineering studies and original projections of 
demand at the UCSF campus to provide extra capacity for UCSF LRDP, the pump station can be 
modified without structural or piping modifications by replacing existing 25 horsepower (hp) 
pumps with 30 hp pumps. These more powerful pumps are physically the same size as the existing 
pumps and can be connected to the existing discharge piping. Replacement of existing pumps with 
30 hp pumps would increase the pump station capacity to 5,100 gpm (7.34 million gallons per day) 
(Freyer & Laureta, Inc, 2013). However, these engineering studies’ assumptions will need to be 
confirmed with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). The SFPUC has recently 
indicated that additional upgrades and modifications to the P15 pump station may include 
(1) replacement of existing pumps with larger pumps than those assumed above; (2) additional 
pumps and enlargement of the pump station wet well with associated controls; (3) modification of 
the force main; (4) odor control; (5) other modifications may be necessary for proper operations. 
(Michael Tran, SFPUC, August 7, 2014). However the University will only address pump capacity 
and not any pre-existing pump station deficiencies observed by the SFPUC. 



The replacement of the P15 pumps proposed by UCSF would be subject to review and approval 
by the SFPUC. Because it is unknown at this time whether the SFPUC would approve this 
upgrade or require additional modifications to the P15 pump station, UCSF has conservatively 
concluded that potential improvements to the P15 pump station may be required that may also 
result in physical environmental effects. 



The planned storm drain pump station on Block P23 (to be installed by FOCIL-MB, 
LLC/Mission Bay Development Group) would remove stormwater that is currently directed to the 
Mariposa Pump Station. Mariposa Pump Station is a combined sewer pump station, but it will be 
used to convey sanitary flows for the areas within Mission Bay, including the Phase 1 Medical 
Center at Mission Bay, when the storm drain pump station on Block P23 is complete. The new 
storm drain pump station on Block P23 would drastically reduce the volume of Mission Bay wet 
weather flow from entering the Mariposa Pump Station. Although Mission Bay wet weather flow 
would not be directed to the Mariposa Pump Station in the future (when the storm drain pump 
station on Block P23 is complete), the station must be operated with a clear distinction between 
wet and dry weather under strict State and Federal regulations, and thus not increase the actual 
dry weather capacity of the pump station. 



However, the SFPUC has recently indicated to UCSF that average dry weather flows to the 
Mariposa Pump Station are exceeding previous projections and existing capacity for dry weather 
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flows, which in turn requires occasional use of the wet weather pumps to handle the increased dry 
weather flows. This flow increase is not a result of UCSF Mission Bay development since 
developed blocks in Mission Bay do not yet discharge the projected flow rate from blocks 
tributary to the Mariposa Pump Station, as defined in the Mission Bay Sanitary Sewer Master 
Plan. The SFPUC has further indicated to UCSF that the dry weather pump station may need to 
be upsized to handle increased demand in dry weather flows to the Mariposa Pump Station. The 
SFPUC is currently evaluating the adequacy of temporary measures such as pipe reconfiguration 
to handle existing and planned flows during the interim period between the opening of the Phase 
1 Medical Center on February 1, 2015 and a permanent long term solution for Mariposa Pump 
Station and the associated growth in the pump station service area. (Michael Tran, SFPUC, 
August 1, 2014). It is not known at this time whether any pipe improvements downstream of the 
pump station has affected pump performance at this time. 



Because it is unknown at this time whether the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and 
associated sanitary collection system are adequate to handle flows resulting from 2014 LRDP 
development at the Mission Bay campus site, UCSF has conservatively concluded that potential 
improvements to the pump station may be required that may also result in physical environmental 
effects. 



Mitigation Measure UTIL-MB-1: UCSF will monitor sanitary sewer flows to the P15 
pump station in congruence with on-going monitoring conducted by the SFPUC. If the 
SFPUC determines that improvements are required to increase the capacity of the P15 
pump station as a result of development within the pump station basin, including 2014 
UCSF LRDP development at the Mission Bay campus site, UCSF will contribute its fair 
share to SFPUC for the potential required pump capacity improvements. 



UCSF will monitor sanitary sewer flows to the Mariposa Pump Station in congruence with 
on-going monitoring conducted by the SFPUC. If the SFPUC determines that 
improvements are required to increase the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station as a 
result of development within the pump station basin, including 2014 UCSF LRDP 
development at the Mission Bay campus site, UCSF will contribute its fair share to SFPUC 
for the potential required improvements. 



Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable. Because potential 
improvements are outside UCSF jurisdiction to implement, the impact is considered 
significant and unavoidable even with the incorporation of the above-noted mitigation 
measures. 



Impact UTIL-MB-3: There would be sufficient storm drainage infrastructure to serve 2014 
LRDP development at the Mission Bay campus site. (Less than Significant) 



The storm drain piping in the public streets surrounding and traversing the Mission Bay campus 
site is of sufficient size to collect planned 5-year storm runoff from the campus site. The increase 
in growth proposed by the 2014 LRDP does not increase planned drainage volumes from 
development blocks. Based upon understanding of the Mission Bay Storm Drainage Master Plan 
and Campus Storm Drain Piping, engineering studies have determined there is no need to replace 
and/or upsize City and University storm drainage conveyance piping already constructed 
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Technical Memorandum  



To:    Manfred Wong – SFPUC                     



            Bessie Tam – SFPUC 
 



Thru:    Wallis Lee – DPW Hydraulic Section   
 
From:    Bassam Aldhafari – DPW Hydraulic Section 
 
Date:       February 25, 2015   
 
Subject:   Hydraulic Assessment of Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station 



 



Executive Summary: 



The Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station (MBSPS) was constructed in year 2011 within 



block P15. The original design flow (full build‐out) to the station accounted for 2 MGD and 



6 MGD average and peak flow respectively in a study by Olivia Chen Consultants (Dated 



December 2000). Included in the study was a projection of 66 GPM (Average) and 200 



GPM (Peak) for blocks 29 and 30 combined (see Attachment 1 for location). According to 



UCSF Long Range Development Plan Entitlement Increase Analysis (Dated May 2013), the 



current average and peak flow projections to MBSPS are 2.1 MGD and 6.63 MGD 



respectively at full build‐out.   



 



A flow meter was installed by the SFPUC to measure diurnal flows in the 33‐inch influent 



sewer that connects to the wet well at MBSPS. Current flow entering the station is 



approximately 2.2 MGD average and 3.3 MGD peak during dry weather conditions.  



 



Enclosed Attachments: 



Attachment 1: Aerial Image and Major Drainage Elements 



Attachment 2: Plan of Influent Sewer, Station, and Discharge Force main 



Attachment 3: Plan and Profile of 33‐inch Influent Sewer (Flow Meter Location) 



Attachment 4: Profile of Wet Well and Pump Performance Curve at MBSPS 



Attachment 5: Average and Peak Flow Projections from December 2000 Report by Olivia  



                           Chen Consultants  



Attachment 6: Average and Peak Flow Projections from August 2004 Report by Winzler  



                           & Kelly Consultants  



Attachment 7: Peak Sanitary Flow Projection Exhibit from May 2013 UCSF LRDP 



Attachment 8: Exhibit of Average and Peak Flow Projections from New Warriors Arena 



Attachment 9: Pump Curve of Proposed MBSPS Upgrade by F&L from 2013 UCSF LRDP  
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Background: 



The Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station was constructed within Block P15 part of the Mission Bay Development 



area and bounded by Mission Bay Blvd South, Mission Bay Blvd North, Third St East, and Fourth Street West (see 



Attachment 1 for reference). The station was originally designed to collect sanitary flow from Mission Bay South 



of the Channel (Labeled System “2” in previous study by Olivia Chen Consultants, 2000). The originally projected 



average and peak flow that would enter the new station was estimated to be 2 MGD and 6 MGD respectively in 



December 2000. The UCSF Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Entitlement Increase Analysis dated May 17, 



2013 states that the pump station was later designed to accommodate an average and peak flow rate of 2.1 



MGD and 6.4 MGD respectively based on a sanitary sewer analysis prepared by Winzler & Kelly dated August 



2005 (see Attachment 6). Additionally the LRDP states that in‐situ pump performance testing was performed in 



May 2010 by Winzler & Kelly, showing the pump station discharged at a rate of 6.7 MGD.  The station pumping 



capacity will need to be retested as the original test conducted capacity test of each pump individually and not 



all pumps simultaneously, which is needed to determine total peak flow capacity of the station. According to the 



LRDP, UCSF estimates an increase of 0.23 MGD to previously projected flow of 6.4 MGD resulting in a need to 



accommodate a total of 6.63 MGD at MBSPS. The LRDP recommends replacing the existing pumps will increase 



the pumping capacity to 7.34 MGD (see Attachment 9 for Pump Performance Curve). This recommendation was 



assembled without the participation of SFPUC and has not been approved as an adequate methodology to 



increase the station’s overall pumping capacity.  



To estimate the amount of flow discharged by parcel users to the pump station, the SFPUC installed a flow 



monitor within the 33‐inch influent sewer connecting to the station wet well. Based on measured data from 



beginning to mid January of 2015, the pump station receives an average flow rate of 1500 GPM (2.2 MGD) and a 



peak flow rate of 2300 GPM (3.3 MGD) under normal dry weather conditions (See Figure 1 below).    



 



Figure 1: Flow Meter Data from 33‐Inch Influent Sewer to Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station (Normal Dry Weather Conditions) 
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Under wet weather conditions, the peak flow entering the station can reach a peak flow rate of 3700 GPM (5.3 



MGD) and an average flow increasing to 2000 GPM (2.9 MGD) compared to average dry weather conditions (see 



Figure 2 below). The increase in average and peak flow during storm events is largely due to contribution from 



storm runoff and groundwater entering the sewer system through sewer joints, manholes, or possible cross 



connections from storm laterals to sewer mains.  



 



 
Figure 2: Flow Meter Data from 33‐Inch Influent Sewer to Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station (Wet Weather Conditions) 



Summary of Findings: 



Based on collected flow meter data, and data obtained from the City’s DCS for Mission Bay Sanitary Pump 



Station, the existing station is receiving 2.2 MGD Average and 3.3 MGD Peak flow under normal dry weather 



conditions. Based on pump a pump test conducted in 2010, the station had capacity to pump 6.7 MGD, testing 



each of the three pumps individually. A new test should be conducted to validate current pumping capacity. 



Based on current meter data, the station is has not reached the pump design capacity at current build‐out. 



Continued monitoring of flow meter data and pump station is recommended as development continues within 



the remaining parcels to assess pump station performance.  



cc:   DPW:    Norman Chan    Iqbal Dhapa    Louis Douglas    Richard Graham    Bimu Shrestha    Cliff Wong     



SFPUC:  Tony Flores        George Engel     Michael Tran    Brian Carlomagno   Ed Ho    Kent Eickman  



               Leslie Webster   Lori Regler  
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Mission Bay Proiect Separated Sanitary Sewer Anaivsis 



Table 2 Distribution of Sanitary Flow in System "2" 



Pipe Segment Contributing Parcels Average Max 
U/S D/S Total Total Inflow 



node node Inflow 



Name Perc. Name Perc. Name Perc. (gpm) (gpm) 
B63 B64 41 50% 21B 100% 42 125 



B64 B65 21A 100% 0 0 



B65 B66 18A 100% 42 100% 18B 100% 40 121 



B66 B67 43 100% 31 94 



B67 B68 14 100% 12 35 



B59 B60 12 100% 48 143 



B60 B61 



B61 B62 



B62 B68 



B68 B69 



B69 B70 



B70 B71 15A 100% -17 51 



B71 B72 15B 100% 17 50 



B72 B73 16A 100% 26 78 



B73 B 4 16B 100% 15 45 



B I B2 23A 100% 22 100% 18 54 



B2 B3 20A 100% 19B 100% 31.1 93.4 



B3 B4 19A 100% 17A/B 100% 66.4 199.2 



B42 B43 13 100% 40.9 122.6 



B43 B44 



B44 B45 



B45 B46 



B46 B47 



B47 B51 



B48 B49 5 50% 12.0 35.9 



B49 B50 



B50 B51 



B51 B52 



B41 B52 3 100% 28.4 85.1 



B52 B7 



B 7 B 6 4 100% 33.8 101.4 



B53 B54 11 100% 25 74 



B54 B55 



B55 B 6 5 50% 12 36 



B40 B 6 



B6 B5 



B56 B57 



B57 B58 6 100% 34 101 



Olivia Chen Consultants, Inc 
LACae«us\1259W RBponsa}iJC-Q0U?epoiTiRepon2-rev5 Dec 2000 (Joe PageS 











Mission Bay Proiect Separated Sanitary Sewer Analysis 



Pipe Segment Contributing Parcels Average 
Total 



Inflow 



Max 
Total Inflow U/S 



node 
D/S 
node 



Contributing Parcels Average 
Total 



Inflow 



Max 
Total Inflow U/S 



node 
D/S 
node 



Name Perc. Name Perc. Name Perc. (gpm) (gpm) 
B58 B5 



B39 B5 ? 100% 33.8 101.4 



B5 B 4 



B 4 B12 



B13 B14 30 100% 27.9 83.6 



B14 B16 



B16 B17 



B17 B9 27 100% 30.4 91.3 



B8 B 8 B 29 100% 23B 100% 36.8 110.5 



B 8 B B9 



B 9 BIO 



BIO B i l 20B 100% 0.0 0.0 



B15 B19 28 100% B a y l 100% 23.0 69.1 



B19 B20 26A 100% Pier 54 100% 9.2 27.6 



B20 B21 



B21 B22 



B22 B i l 26 100% 30.4 91.3 



B33 B34 2 100% 27.4 82.2 



B34 B35 1 100% SWL337 50% 242.8 728.4 



B32 B36 



S W L 
337 50% 183.8 551.3 



B30 B31 



Pier 



48 100% Pier 50 100% 109.1 327.2 



B31 B36 9 100% 14.2 42.6 



B36 B37 8 100% 4.3 13.0 



B26 B27 9 A 100% 9.0 27.1 



B27 B28 



B28 B29 



B29 B37 10 100% 28.5 85.5 



B37 B38 



B23 B24 10A 100% 14.8 44.4 



B24 B25 



B25 B38 



B38 B i l 



B i l B12 



B12 P U M P 17C 100% 15.0 45.1 



Total (MGD) 2.00 6.00 



a — Olivia Chen Consultants, Inc 
HCate«us\ 125B105 Reports\Dec-OtJiRef!Ofi\Report2-rev5 Dec 2O00 tfoc Page 9 
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Table 2 – Flow Projection Comparison 
INFLOW CONTRIBUTION (GPM) 



OC Sewer Analysis 2000 W&K Sewer Analysis 2005 
Block ADF  MDF ADF MDF 



1 59.0 177.1 56.1 178.1 
2 27.4 82.2 38.9 116.7 
3 28.4 85.1 31.9 95.7 
4 33.8 101.4 37.8 113.5 
5 24.0 71.9 24.6 73.7 
6 34.0 101.0 31.0 92.9 
7 33.8 101.4 36.5 109.5 
8 4.3 13.0 6.2 18.6 
9 14.2 42.6 11.6 34.7 



9A 9.0 27.1 7.3 22.0 
10 28.5 85.5 38.7 116.1 



10A 14.8 44.4 11.6 34.7 
11 25.0 74.0 25.0 74.0 
12 48.0 143.0 48.0 143.0 
13 40.9 122.6 48.8 146.4 
14 12.0 35.0 12.0 35.0 



15A 17.0 51.0 17.0 51.0 
15B 17.0 50.0 17.0 50.0 
16A 26.0 78.0 26.0 78.0 
16B 15.0 45.0 15.0 45.0 



17A/B 40.0 121.0 24.2 72.5 
17C 15.0 45.1 19.6 58.7 
18A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
18B 3.0 9.0 3.0 9.0 
19A 26.0 78.0 29.0 87.0 
19B 17.0 51.0 20.7 62.0 
20A 16.5 49.5 
20B 40.3 120.9 51.5 154.4 



21A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
21B 22.0 64.0 19.2 57.6 
22 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 



23A 18.0 54.0 18.0 54.0 
23B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
26 30.4 91.3 42.8 128.3 



26A 4.0 13.0 28.1 84.4 
27 30.4 91.3 42.8 128.3 
28 22.0 65.0 28.7 86.1 
29 39.0 117.0 15.5 46.4 
30 27.9 83.6 31.1 93.2 
41 20.0 61.0 
42 37.0 111.0 
43 31.0 94.0 



73.0 219.1 



BAY 1 1.4 4.0 1.4 4.0 
PIER 48 40.0 118.0 40.0 118.0 
PIER 50 70.0 209.0 70.0 209.0 
PIER 54 5.0 15.0 5.0 15.0 
SWL 337 367.6 1102.6 367.6 1102.6 



TOTAL (MGD) 2.1 6.2 2.1 6.4 
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Chart 1 ‐ SSPS Pump Upgrade
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Executive Summary:


The San Francisco Department of Public Works conducted a hydraulic assessment of the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station to determine its as-built wastewater capacity as well as the existing flows to the pump station. The SFPUC has reviewed the information to evaluate whether the pump station has sufficient capacity to accommodate anticipated future wastewater flows within the Mission Bay South area. The analysis has shown that improvements will be required to accommodate anticipated flows from the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus. Should additional wastewater flows be directed to this pump station from other development projects, additional improvements would be required. 


Background: 


The Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station was constructed within Block P15 of the Mission Bay Development area in 2011 and accepted by the City in 2012. This pump station receives only wastewater (dry-weather) flows from within the Mission Bay South area and is equipped with four submersible pumps. Testing in 2010 indicated that the pump station has the capability of pumping 6.7 mgd, but new testing would be needed to confirm this conclusion because the original test only measured the individual capacity of each pump, not the capacity of all pumps operating simultaneously. Monitoring by the SFPUC in 2015 indicates that during dry weather, existing average wastewater flows to the pump station are 2.2 mgd and peak flows are 3.3 mgd. Under wet weather conditions, the average wastewater flows can reach 2.6 mgd and the peak flows can reach 5.3 mgd, largely due to contributions from storm runoff and groundwater entering the sewer system through sewer joints, manholes, or possible cross connections from storm laterals to sewer mains.


Under current conditions, existing wastewater flows are within the capacity of the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. However, UCSF has indicated to the SFPUC that under full build out of its recently approved Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), UCSF flows to this pump station will be 6.63 mgd, close to the most recently measured capacity of 6.7 mgd. To address this, the LRDP recommends replacing the existing pumps to increase the capacity to 7.34 mgd to accommodate additional future flows from the UCSF Mission Bay Campus. However, this recommendation has not been approved by the SFPUC and the selected modifications would be need to designed and implemented by the SFPUC.  


In accordance with Mitigation Measure UTIL-MB-1 of UCSF’s LRDP Environmental Impact Report, UCSF will monitor sanitary sewer flows to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station in congruence with on-going monitoring conducted by the SFPUC to determine when improvements to the pump station are required. 





Summary of Findings:


Based on the above analysis, existing wastewater flows are within the capacity of the existing Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. However, improvements to the pump station will be required to accommodate UCSF flows at full build out of the Mission Bay campus. Improvements proposed by UCSF would accommodate flows from the UCSF Mission Bay campus. However, additional upgrades and modifications would be required to accommodate flows from other developments within the Mission Bay South area at full build out, including the event center and mixed use development proposed by the Golden State Warriors. These improvements could include actions such as replacing existing pumps with larger pumps; installing additional pumps; enlarging the pump station wet well and installing associated controls; and modifying or realigning the force main. Because existing flows are within the capacity of the Mission Bay Pump Station, the need for improvements is not immediate, but monitoring to be implemented by UCSF and the SFPUC will be used to determine the appropriate timing for the necessary improvements. 


Enclosed Attachments:


Attachment 1: 	Hydraulic Assessment of Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station, February 25, 2015. Prepared by San Francisco Department of Public Works.


Attachment 2: 	Excerpts from University of California, San Francisco 2014 Long Range Development Plan Environmental Impact Report. August 2014. State Clearinghouse Number 2013092047







From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Mary McDonald; Paul Mitchell
Subject: Fwd: Warriors utilities memo
Date: Monday, May 11, 2015 12:55:39 PM
Attachments: Excerpts from 7_mission_bay_campus_site_-_setting_impacts_and_mitigation_measures.pdf


Text for SFPUC MBPS Memo.docx
Mission_Bay_SanitaryPS_22515_Signed.pdf


Hi Chris,
See attached draft memo for your use.
Joyce


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:Warriors utilities memo


Date:Mon, 11 May 2015 11:17:09 -0700
From:Mary Lucas McDonald <mary@orionenvironment.com>


To:joyce@orionenvironment.com


Hi Joyce,
 
Here’s the text for the memo you requested and also the attachments I reference. Let me know if
you need more. I tried to structure this like other memos from SFPUC and DPW so it would be easier
for them to accept.
 
Thanks, I’m headed out, but will be back by mid-afternoon at the latest.
 
Mary
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com
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7.15 Utilities and Service Systems 



This section considers the setting and utilities and service system impacts of implementation of 
the 2014 LRDP at the Mission Bay campus site. The Regional Setting, Regulatory 
Considerations, Significance Standards and Analysis Methodology for analysis of potential 
effects of Utilities and Service Systems are contained in Section 4.15 of this EIR. The CEQA 
Significance Standards presented in Section 4.15.3 are used to evaluate the potential utilities and 
service systems impacts of all proposed 2014 LRDP activities. 



The overall effects on water supply, wastewater treatment, storm drainage facilities, solid waste 
disposal and energy demand resulting from implementation of the 2014 LRDP were evaluated in 
Chapter 5, 2014 LRDP – Impacts and Mitigation Measures. As discussed in Chapter 5, these 
overall effects would be less than significant. Impacts that are specific to the Mission Bay campus 
site are discussed below. 



7.15.1 Utilities and Service Systems – Mission Bay Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures 



Impact UTIL-MB-1: There would be sufficient water supply infrastructure to serve 2014 
LRDP development at the Mission Bay campus site. (Less than Significant) 



Engineering studies have determined that it is not necessary to replace and/or upsize City low 
pressure piping already constructed, as there is sufficient capacity in the pipe system to supply 
increased water demand in order to serve the proposed 2014 LRDP development at the Mission 
Bay campus site, including development on Blocks 33 and 34. However, in order to obtain 
required pressures within proposed buildings, water pumps may need to be installed. This would 
be determined at the time buildings are designed (Freyer & Laureta, Inc, 2013 and 2014). The 
impact would be less than significant. 



There also is sufficient capacity in the Fire Protection Water Supply System to meet fire flow 
requirements for each proposed building, including development on Blocks 33 and 34 (Freyer & 
Laureta, 2013 and 2014). Additional campus fire protection water supply piping would need to be 
installed by UCSF per Exhibit 4, Low Pressure Water Exhibit, as described in the UCSF Mission 
Bay Civil Master Plan, adjacent to development blocks to serve future buildings (Freyer & 
Laureta, Inc, 2013). The impact would be less than significant. 



Mitigation: None required. 



Impact UTIL-MB-2: There may be impacts related to wastewater infrastructure as a result 
of 2014 LRDP development at the Mission Bay campus site. (Potentially Significant) 



UCSF independent engineering studies based on pre-hospital sanitary sewer flows (original 
projects) have determined that it is not necessary to replace and/or upsize City and University 
sanitary sewer conveyance piping already constructed in order to serve the proposed growth at the 











7. Mission Bay – Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 



7.15 Utilities and Service Systems 



UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan 7-99 ESA / 120821 
Environmental Impact Report August 2014 



Mission Bay campus site, including development on Blocks 33 and 34. The City has not validated 
these studies and will still need to evaluate collection system capacities to ensure adequate 
capacity remains during detailed project design phase(s). However, sanitary sewer piping would 
need to be constructed to serve future development parcels. This does not deviate from the UCSF 
Mission Bay Civil Master Plan (Freyer & Laureta, Inc, 2013 and 2014). 



The estimated peak flow increase to the pump station on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Block 
P15 due to the University’s proposed growth is 159 gallons per minute (0.23 million gallons per 
day), resulting in the need for pump station capacity of 6.63 million gallons per day. This is below 
the pumping capacity of the pump station. Based on engineering studies and original projections of 
demand at the UCSF campus to provide extra capacity for UCSF LRDP, the pump station can be 
modified without structural or piping modifications by replacing existing 25 horsepower (hp) 
pumps with 30 hp pumps. These more powerful pumps are physically the same size as the existing 
pumps and can be connected to the existing discharge piping. Replacement of existing pumps with 
30 hp pumps would increase the pump station capacity to 5,100 gpm (7.34 million gallons per day) 
(Freyer & Laureta, Inc, 2013). However, these engineering studies’ assumptions will need to be 
confirmed with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). The SFPUC has recently 
indicated that additional upgrades and modifications to the P15 pump station may include 
(1) replacement of existing pumps with larger pumps than those assumed above; (2) additional 
pumps and enlargement of the pump station wet well with associated controls; (3) modification of 
the force main; (4) odor control; (5) other modifications may be necessary for proper operations. 
(Michael Tran, SFPUC, August 7, 2014). However the University will only address pump capacity 
and not any pre-existing pump station deficiencies observed by the SFPUC. 



The replacement of the P15 pumps proposed by UCSF would be subject to review and approval 
by the SFPUC. Because it is unknown at this time whether the SFPUC would approve this 
upgrade or require additional modifications to the P15 pump station, UCSF has conservatively 
concluded that potential improvements to the P15 pump station may be required that may also 
result in physical environmental effects. 



The planned storm drain pump station on Block P23 (to be installed by FOCIL-MB, 
LLC/Mission Bay Development Group) would remove stormwater that is currently directed to the 
Mariposa Pump Station. Mariposa Pump Station is a combined sewer pump station, but it will be 
used to convey sanitary flows for the areas within Mission Bay, including the Phase 1 Medical 
Center at Mission Bay, when the storm drain pump station on Block P23 is complete. The new 
storm drain pump station on Block P23 would drastically reduce the volume of Mission Bay wet 
weather flow from entering the Mariposa Pump Station. Although Mission Bay wet weather flow 
would not be directed to the Mariposa Pump Station in the future (when the storm drain pump 
station on Block P23 is complete), the station must be operated with a clear distinction between 
wet and dry weather under strict State and Federal regulations, and thus not increase the actual 
dry weather capacity of the pump station. 



However, the SFPUC has recently indicated to UCSF that average dry weather flows to the 
Mariposa Pump Station are exceeding previous projections and existing capacity for dry weather 
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flows, which in turn requires occasional use of the wet weather pumps to handle the increased dry 
weather flows. This flow increase is not a result of UCSF Mission Bay development since 
developed blocks in Mission Bay do not yet discharge the projected flow rate from blocks 
tributary to the Mariposa Pump Station, as defined in the Mission Bay Sanitary Sewer Master 
Plan. The SFPUC has further indicated to UCSF that the dry weather pump station may need to 
be upsized to handle increased demand in dry weather flows to the Mariposa Pump Station. The 
SFPUC is currently evaluating the adequacy of temporary measures such as pipe reconfiguration 
to handle existing and planned flows during the interim period between the opening of the Phase 
1 Medical Center on February 1, 2015 and a permanent long term solution for Mariposa Pump 
Station and the associated growth in the pump station service area. (Michael Tran, SFPUC, 
August 1, 2014). It is not known at this time whether any pipe improvements downstream of the 
pump station has affected pump performance at this time. 



Because it is unknown at this time whether the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station and 
associated sanitary collection system are adequate to handle flows resulting from 2014 LRDP 
development at the Mission Bay campus site, UCSF has conservatively concluded that potential 
improvements to the pump station may be required that may also result in physical environmental 
effects. 



Mitigation Measure UTIL-MB-1: UCSF will monitor sanitary sewer flows to the P15 
pump station in congruence with on-going monitoring conducted by the SFPUC. If the 
SFPUC determines that improvements are required to increase the capacity of the P15 
pump station as a result of development within the pump station basin, including 2014 
UCSF LRDP development at the Mission Bay campus site, UCSF will contribute its fair 
share to SFPUC for the potential required pump capacity improvements. 



UCSF will monitor sanitary sewer flows to the Mariposa Pump Station in congruence with 
on-going monitoring conducted by the SFPUC. If the SFPUC determines that 
improvements are required to increase the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station as a 
result of development within the pump station basin, including 2014 UCSF LRDP 
development at the Mission Bay campus site, UCSF will contribute its fair share to SFPUC 
for the potential required improvements. 



Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable. Because potential 
improvements are outside UCSF jurisdiction to implement, the impact is considered 
significant and unavoidable even with the incorporation of the above-noted mitigation 
measures. 



Impact UTIL-MB-3: There would be sufficient storm drainage infrastructure to serve 2014 
LRDP development at the Mission Bay campus site. (Less than Significant) 



The storm drain piping in the public streets surrounding and traversing the Mission Bay campus 
site is of sufficient size to collect planned 5-year storm runoff from the campus site. The increase 
in growth proposed by the 2014 LRDP does not increase planned drainage volumes from 
development blocks. Based upon understanding of the Mission Bay Storm Drainage Master Plan 
and Campus Storm Drain Piping, engineering studies have determined there is no need to replace 
and/or upsize City and University storm drainage conveyance piping already constructed 
















Executive Summary:


The San Francisco Department of Public Works conducted a hydraulic assessment of the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station to determine its as-built wastewater capacity as well as the existing flows to the pump station. The SFPUC has reviewed the information to evaluate whether the pump station has sufficient capacity to accommodate anticipated future wastewater flows within the Mission Bay South area. The analysis has shown that improvements will be required to accommodate anticipated flows from the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus. Should additional wastewater flows be directed to this pump station from other development projects, additional improvements would be required. 


Background: 


The Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station was constructed within Block P15 of the Mission Bay Development area in 2011 and accepted by the City in 2012. This pump station receives only wastewater (dry-weather) flows from within the Mission Bay South area and is equipped with four submersible pumps. Testing in 2010 indicated that the pump station has the capability of pumping 6.7 mgd, but new testing would be needed to confirm this conclusion because the original test only measured the individual capacity of each pump, not the capacity of all pumps operating simultaneously. Monitoring by the SFPUC in 2015 indicates that during dry weather, existing average wastewater flows to the pump station are 2.2 mgd and peak flows are 3.3 mgd. Under wet weather conditions, the average wastewater flows can reach 2.6 mgd and the peak flows can reach 5.3 mgd, largely due to contributions from storm runoff and groundwater entering the sewer system through sewer joints, manholes, or possible cross connections from storm laterals to sewer mains.


Under current conditions, existing wastewater flows are within the capacity of the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. However, UCSF has indicated to the SFPUC that under full build out of its recently approved Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), UCSF flows to this pump station will be 6.63 mgd, close to the most recently measured capacity of 6.7 mgd. To address this, the LRDP recommends replacing the existing pumps to increase the capacity to 7.34 mgd to accommodate additional future flows from the UCSF Mission Bay Campus. However, this recommendation has not been approved by the SFPUC and the selected modifications would be need to designed and implemented by the SFPUC.  


In accordance with Mitigation Measure UTIL-MB-1 of UCSF’s LRDP Environmental Impact Report, UCSF will monitor sanitary sewer flows to the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station in congruence with on-going monitoring conducted by the SFPUC to determine when improvements to the pump station are required. 





Summary of Findings:


[bookmark: _GoBack]Based on the above analysis, existing wastewater flows are within the capacity of the existing Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. However, improvements to the pump station will be required to accommodate UCSF flows at full build out of the Mission Bay campus. Improvements proposed by UCSF would accommodate flows from the UCSF Mission Bay campus. However, additional upgrades and modifications would be required to accommodate flows from other developments within the Mission Bay South area at full build out, including the event center and mixed use development proposed by the Golden State Warriors. These improvements could include actions such as replacing existing pumps with larger pumps; installing additional pumps; enlarging the pump station wet well and installing associated controls; and modifying or realigning the force main. Because existing flows are within the capacity of the Mission Bay Pump Station, the need for improvements is not immediate, but monitoring to be implemented by UCSF and the SFPUC will be used to determine the appropriate timing for the necessary improvements. 


Enclosed Attachments:


Attachment 1: 	Hydraulic Assessment of Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station, February 25, 2015. Prepared by San Francisco Department of Public Works.


Attachment 2: 	Excerpts from University of California, San Francisco 2014 Long Range Development Plan Environmental Impact Report. August 2014. State Clearinghouse Number 2013092047
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Technical Memorandum  



To:    Manfred Wong – SFPUC                     



            Bessie Tam – SFPUC 
 



Thru:    Wallis Lee – DPW Hydraulic Section   
 
From:    Bassam Aldhafari – DPW Hydraulic Section 
 
Date:       February 25, 2015   
 
Subject:   Hydraulic Assessment of Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station 



 



Executive Summary: 



The Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station (MBSPS) was constructed in year 2011 within 



block P15. The original design flow (full build‐out) to the station accounted for 2 MGD and 



6 MGD average and peak flow respectively in a study by Olivia Chen Consultants (Dated 



December 2000). Included in the study was a projection of 66 GPM (Average) and 200 



GPM (Peak) for blocks 29 and 30 combined (see Attachment 1 for location). According to 



UCSF Long Range Development Plan Entitlement Increase Analysis (Dated May 2013), the 



current average and peak flow projections to MBSPS are 2.1 MGD and 6.63 MGD 



respectively at full build‐out.   



 



A flow meter was installed by the SFPUC to measure diurnal flows in the 33‐inch influent 



sewer that connects to the wet well at MBSPS. Current flow entering the station is 



approximately 2.2 MGD average and 3.3 MGD peak during dry weather conditions.  



 



Enclosed Attachments: 



Attachment 1: Aerial Image and Major Drainage Elements 



Attachment 2: Plan of Influent Sewer, Station, and Discharge Force main 



Attachment 3: Plan and Profile of 33‐inch Influent Sewer (Flow Meter Location) 



Attachment 4: Profile of Wet Well and Pump Performance Curve at MBSPS 



Attachment 5: Average and Peak Flow Projections from December 2000 Report by Olivia  



                           Chen Consultants  



Attachment 6: Average and Peak Flow Projections from August 2004 Report by Winzler  



                           & Kelly Consultants  



Attachment 7: Peak Sanitary Flow Projection Exhibit from May 2013 UCSF LRDP 



Attachment 8: Exhibit of Average and Peak Flow Projections from New Warriors Arena 



Attachment 9: Pump Curve of Proposed MBSPS Upgrade by F&L from 2013 UCSF LRDP  
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Background: 



The Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station was constructed within Block P15 part of the Mission Bay Development 



area and bounded by Mission Bay Blvd South, Mission Bay Blvd North, Third St East, and Fourth Street West (see 



Attachment 1 for reference). The station was originally designed to collect sanitary flow from Mission Bay South 



of the Channel (Labeled System “2” in previous study by Olivia Chen Consultants, 2000). The originally projected 



average and peak flow that would enter the new station was estimated to be 2 MGD and 6 MGD respectively in 



December 2000. The UCSF Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Entitlement Increase Analysis dated May 17, 



2013 states that the pump station was later designed to accommodate an average and peak flow rate of 2.1 



MGD and 6.4 MGD respectively based on a sanitary sewer analysis prepared by Winzler & Kelly dated August 



2005 (see Attachment 6). Additionally the LRDP states that in‐situ pump performance testing was performed in 



May 2010 by Winzler & Kelly, showing the pump station discharged at a rate of 6.7 MGD.  The station pumping 



capacity will need to be retested as the original test conducted capacity test of each pump individually and not 



all pumps simultaneously, which is needed to determine total peak flow capacity of the station. According to the 



LRDP, UCSF estimates an increase of 0.23 MGD to previously projected flow of 6.4 MGD resulting in a need to 



accommodate a total of 6.63 MGD at MBSPS. The LRDP recommends replacing the existing pumps will increase 



the pumping capacity to 7.34 MGD (see Attachment 9 for Pump Performance Curve). This recommendation was 



assembled without the participation of SFPUC and has not been approved as an adequate methodology to 



increase the station’s overall pumping capacity.  



To estimate the amount of flow discharged by parcel users to the pump station, the SFPUC installed a flow 



monitor within the 33‐inch influent sewer connecting to the station wet well. Based on measured data from 



beginning to mid January of 2015, the pump station receives an average flow rate of 1500 GPM (2.2 MGD) and a 



peak flow rate of 2300 GPM (3.3 MGD) under normal dry weather conditions (See Figure 1 below).    



 



Figure 1: Flow Meter Data from 33‐Inch Influent Sewer to Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station (Normal Dry Weather Conditions) 
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Under wet weather conditions, the peak flow entering the station can reach a peak flow rate of 3700 GPM (5.3 



MGD) and an average flow increasing to 2000 GPM (2.9 MGD) compared to average dry weather conditions (see 



Figure 2 below). The increase in average and peak flow during storm events is largely due to contribution from 



storm runoff and groundwater entering the sewer system through sewer joints, manholes, or possible cross 



connections from storm laterals to sewer mains.  



 



 
Figure 2: Flow Meter Data from 33‐Inch Influent Sewer to Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station (Wet Weather Conditions) 



Summary of Findings: 



Based on collected flow meter data, and data obtained from the City’s DCS for Mission Bay Sanitary Pump 



Station, the existing station is receiving 2.2 MGD Average and 3.3 MGD Peak flow under normal dry weather 



conditions. Based on pump a pump test conducted in 2010, the station had capacity to pump 6.7 MGD, testing 



each of the three pumps individually. A new test should be conducted to validate current pumping capacity. 



Based on current meter data, the station is has not reached the pump design capacity at current build‐out. 



Continued monitoring of flow meter data and pump station is recommended as development continues within 



the remaining parcels to assess pump station performance.  



cc:   DPW:    Norman Chan    Iqbal Dhapa    Louis Douglas    Richard Graham    Bimu Shrestha    Cliff Wong     



SFPUC:  Tony Flores        George Engel     Michael Tran    Brian Carlomagno   Ed Ho    Kent Eickman  



               Leslie Webster   Lori Regler  
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Mission Bay Proiect Separated Sanitary Sewer Anaivsis 



Table 2 Distribution of Sanitary Flow in System "2" 



Pipe Segment Contributing Parcels Average Max 
U/S D/S Total Total Inflow 



node node Inflow 



Name Perc. Name Perc. Name Perc. (gpm) (gpm) 
B63 B64 41 50% 21B 100% 42 125 



B64 B65 21A 100% 0 0 



B65 B66 18A 100% 42 100% 18B 100% 40 121 



B66 B67 43 100% 31 94 



B67 B68 14 100% 12 35 



B59 B60 12 100% 48 143 



B60 B61 



B61 B62 



B62 B68 



B68 B69 



B69 B70 



B70 B71 15A 100% -17 51 



B71 B72 15B 100% 17 50 



B72 B73 16A 100% 26 78 



B73 B 4 16B 100% 15 45 



B I B2 23A 100% 22 100% 18 54 



B2 B3 20A 100% 19B 100% 31.1 93.4 



B3 B4 19A 100% 17A/B 100% 66.4 199.2 



B42 B43 13 100% 40.9 122.6 



B43 B44 



B44 B45 



B45 B46 



B46 B47 



B47 B51 



B48 B49 5 50% 12.0 35.9 



B49 B50 



B50 B51 



B51 B52 



B41 B52 3 100% 28.4 85.1 



B52 B7 



B 7 B 6 4 100% 33.8 101.4 



B53 B54 11 100% 25 74 



B54 B55 



B55 B 6 5 50% 12 36 



B40 B 6 



B6 B5 



B56 B57 



B57 B58 6 100% 34 101 



Olivia Chen Consultants, Inc 
LACae«us\1259W RBponsa}iJC-Q0U?epoiTiRepon2-rev5 Dec 2000 (Joe PageS 











Mission Bay Proiect Separated Sanitary Sewer Analysis 



Pipe Segment Contributing Parcels Average 
Total 



Inflow 



Max 
Total Inflow U/S 



node 
D/S 
node 



Contributing Parcels Average 
Total 



Inflow 



Max 
Total Inflow U/S 



node 
D/S 
node 



Name Perc. Name Perc. Name Perc. (gpm) (gpm) 
B58 B5 



B39 B5 ? 100% 33.8 101.4 



B5 B 4 



B 4 B12 



B13 B14 30 100% 27.9 83.6 



B14 B16 



B16 B17 



B17 B9 27 100% 30.4 91.3 



B8 B 8 B 29 100% 23B 100% 36.8 110.5 



B 8 B B9 



B 9 BIO 



BIO B i l 20B 100% 0.0 0.0 



B15 B19 28 100% B a y l 100% 23.0 69.1 



B19 B20 26A 100% Pier 54 100% 9.2 27.6 



B20 B21 



B21 B22 



B22 B i l 26 100% 30.4 91.3 



B33 B34 2 100% 27.4 82.2 



B34 B35 1 100% SWL337 50% 242.8 728.4 



B32 B36 



S W L 
337 50% 183.8 551.3 



B30 B31 



Pier 



48 100% Pier 50 100% 109.1 327.2 



B31 B36 9 100% 14.2 42.6 



B36 B37 8 100% 4.3 13.0 



B26 B27 9 A 100% 9.0 27.1 



B27 B28 



B28 B29 



B29 B37 10 100% 28.5 85.5 



B37 B38 



B23 B24 10A 100% 14.8 44.4 



B24 B25 



B25 B38 



B38 B i l 



B i l B12 



B12 P U M P 17C 100% 15.0 45.1 



Total (MGD) 2.00 6.00 



a — Olivia Chen Consultants, Inc 
HCate«us\ 125B105 Reports\Dec-OtJiRef!Ofi\Report2-rev5 Dec 2O00 tfoc Page 9 
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MISSION BAY SANITARY SEWER PUMP STATION #3 
Basis of Design Report 



DRAFT - 4 - 



Table 2 – Flow Projection Comparison 
INFLOW CONTRIBUTION (GPM) 



OC Sewer Analysis 2000 W&K Sewer Analysis 2005 
Block ADF  MDF ADF MDF 



1 59.0 177.1 56.1 178.1 
2 27.4 82.2 38.9 116.7 
3 28.4 85.1 31.9 95.7 
4 33.8 101.4 37.8 113.5 
5 24.0 71.9 24.6 73.7 
6 34.0 101.0 31.0 92.9 
7 33.8 101.4 36.5 109.5 
8 4.3 13.0 6.2 18.6 
9 14.2 42.6 11.6 34.7 



9A 9.0 27.1 7.3 22.0 
10 28.5 85.5 38.7 116.1 



10A 14.8 44.4 11.6 34.7 
11 25.0 74.0 25.0 74.0 
12 48.0 143.0 48.0 143.0 
13 40.9 122.6 48.8 146.4 
14 12.0 35.0 12.0 35.0 



15A 17.0 51.0 17.0 51.0 
15B 17.0 50.0 17.0 50.0 
16A 26.0 78.0 26.0 78.0 
16B 15.0 45.0 15.0 45.0 



17A/B 40.0 121.0 24.2 72.5 
17C 15.0 45.1 19.6 58.7 
18A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
18B 3.0 9.0 3.0 9.0 
19A 26.0 78.0 29.0 87.0 
19B 17.0 51.0 20.7 62.0 
20A 16.5 49.5 
20B 40.3 120.9 51.5 154.4 



21A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
21B 22.0 64.0 19.2 57.6 
22 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 



23A 18.0 54.0 18.0 54.0 
23B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
26 30.4 91.3 42.8 128.3 



26A 4.0 13.0 28.1 84.4 
27 30.4 91.3 42.8 128.3 
28 22.0 65.0 28.7 86.1 
29 39.0 117.0 15.5 46.4 
30 27.9 83.6 31.1 93.2 
41 20.0 61.0 
42 37.0 111.0 
43 31.0 94.0 



73.0 219.1 



BAY 1 1.4 4.0 1.4 4.0 
PIER 48 40.0 118.0 40.0 118.0 
PIER 50 70.0 209.0 70.0 209.0 
PIER 54 5.0 15.0 5.0 15.0 
SWL 337 367.6 1102.6 367.6 1102.6 



TOTAL (MGD) 2.1 6.2 2.1 6.4 
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Chart 1 ‐ SSPS Pump Upgrade
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From: Chris Sanchez
To: Range, Jessica (CPC); Michael Keinath (mkeinath@environcorp.com); Catherine Mukai; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Subject: RE: Warriors Onroad Truck Mitigation & AQ Appendix
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:28:20 AM


Jessica –
 
ESA attempted to implement similar mitigation with regard to specification of late model truck years
or trucks hauling soil for a SFPUC project recently. The contractors consultant responded that, after
investigating implementation, it was determined not to be feasible.  The reason given was that the
relatively small pool of trucks available and the need to meet LBE requirements. 
 
I don’t know to what degree the GSW contractors would also be limited by LBE or MBE
requirements (OCII?) but I think that even if we identify such mitigation we cannot assume it could
be feasibly be implemented.
 
Michael & Catherine -  Have either of you seen such a measure implemented?
 


Thanks for getting these comments to us well  before the 19th.  
 
Chris Sanchez
Senior Technical Associate – Air Quality, Acoustics, Vibration
ESA | Community Development 
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108
415.896.5900 main | 415.896.0332 fax
415-962-8496 direct
csanchez@esassoc.com | www.esassoc.com


Follow us on Facebook | Twitter | LinkedIn


 


From: Range, Jessica (CPC) [mailto:jessica.range@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:30 AM
To: Michael Keinath (mkeinath@environcorp.com); Catherine Mukai; Chris Sanchez; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Subject: Warriors Onroad Truck Mitigation & AQ Appendix
 
 Hi Michael, Catherine, & Chris S-
 
I'm reviewing the last draft of the Warriors document and I noticed that the response to my
comment regarding mitigation of on-road trucks basically said that 2010 vehicles were not
feasible. This begs the question of what would be feasible.  We will need to include on-road
vehicle mitigation given BAAQMD staff has already asked about it and given that the onroad
vehicles themselves exceed the significance criteria.  If MY 2009 or 2007 vehicles would be
feasible, we should add that to M-AQ-1 and quantify the emissions reduction in the EIR.
 
I am giving you guys a heads up on this one before our May 19th meeting so that we can



mailto:CSanchez@esassoc.com

mailto:jessica.range@sfgov.org

mailto:mkeinath@environcorp.com

mailto:cmukai@environcorp.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:csanchez@esassoc.com

file:////c/www.esassoc.com

http://www.facebook.com/pages/Environmental-Science-Associates/347741357652?ref=sgm#!/pages/Environmental-Science-Associates/347741357652?v=wall

https://twitter.com/esassoc

https://www.linkedin.com/company/28977?trk=tyah&trkInfo=tarId%3A1414598228571%2Ctas%3Aenvironmental%20science%2Cidx%3A3-1-6





revise Impact AQ-1 to include this mitigation in advance of May 19th.  You may need to
coordinate with the Warriors on feasibility. We will likely also need something in our record
to indicate that using MY 2010 vehicles is not feasible.
 
Regarding the AQ appendix, I have the following larger comments that I'd like to provide you
(see attached PDF for full comments):
1. The document states that the alternatives are analyzed quantitatively using the same
methodology, but the results for the alternatives are not included in the report.
2. There are inconsistencies with the results presented in the AQ Appendix and the EIR
section. These inconsistencies should be rectified. I would prefer that the AQ appendix use
the same table format as in the EIR.
 
Chris Kern and I are mostly available today if you would like to schedule a call to discuss.
 
Thank you,
 


Jessica Range
Environmental Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, Ca 94103
E: Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
T: (415) 575-9018
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From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: Rich, Ken (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Fwd: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments]
Date: Saturday, May 09, 2015 5:54:03 AM
Attachments: one.jpeg


two.jpeg
three.jpeg
four.jpeg
five.jpeg


Assuming you saw this...


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Chan, Gloria (DPW) (ECN)" <gloria.chan@sfgov.org>
To: "Van de Water, Adam (ECN)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments]


Fyi..a spread in the sf biz times.
 
Gloria Chan
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
Direct: (415) 554-6926
Email: Gloria.chan@sfgov.org
 
 


From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com [mailto:SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com] On
Behalf Of Lawrence Stokus lvstokus@att.net [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
Sent: Friday, May 08, 2015 5:17 PM
To: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: [SBRMBNA] Warriors Arena Update [5 Attachments]
 
 
[Attachment(s) from Lawrence Stokus included below]
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From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: Chris Sanchez; Michael Keinath (mkeinath@environcorp.com); Catherine Mukai; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Subject: RE: Warriors Onroad Truck Mitigation & AQ Appendix
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Understood.  I don’t see how the Warriors would be subject to LBE or MBE requirements and I do
think the feasibility of such a measure should be investigated further with the Warriors. If such a
measure is indeed infeasible, we should provide a sentence or two in the EIR explaining that we
explored such a measure and determined it to be infeasible. It is hard to believe using 2007 MY
trucks would be infeasible, given that construction would occur in 2016 at the earliest (9 year old
haul trucks).
 
 
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
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


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


From: Chris Sanchez [mailto:CSanchez@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 9:28 AM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC); Michael Keinath (mkeinath@environcorp.com); Catherine Mukai; Kern, Chris
(CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Subject: RE: Warriors Onroad Truck Mitigation & AQ Appendix
 
Jessica –
 
ESA attempted to implement similar mitigation with regard to specification of late model truck years
or trucks hauling soil for a SFPUC project recently. The contractors consultant responded that, after
investigating implementation, it was determined not to be feasible.  The reason given was that the
relatively small pool of trucks available and the need to meet LBE requirements. 
 
I don’t know to what degree the GSW contractors would also be limited by LBE or MBE
requirements (OCII?) but I think that even if we identify such mitigation we cannot assume it could
be feasibly be implemented.
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Michael & Catherine -  Have either of you seen such a measure implemented?
 


Thanks for getting these comments to us well  before the 19th.  
 
Chris Sanchez
Senior Technical Associate – Air Quality, Acoustics, Vibration
ESA | Community Development 
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108
415.896.5900 main | 415.896.0332 fax
415-962-8496 direct
csanchez@esassoc.com | www.esassoc.com


Follow us on Facebook | Twitter | LinkedIn


 


From: Range, Jessica (CPC) [mailto:jessica.range@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:30 AM
To: Michael Keinath (mkeinath@environcorp.com); Catherine Mukai; Chris Sanchez; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Subject: Warriors Onroad Truck Mitigation & AQ Appendix
 
 Hi Michael, Catherine, & Chris S-
 
I'm reviewing the last draft of the Warriors document and I noticed that the response to my
comment regarding mitigation of on-road trucks basically said that 2010 vehicles were not
feasible. This begs the question of what would be feasible.  We will need to include on-road
vehicle mitigation given BAAQMD staff has already asked about it and given that the onroad
vehicles themselves exceed the significance criteria.  If MY 2009 or 2007 vehicles would be
feasible, we should add that to M-AQ-1 and quantify the emissions reduction in the EIR.
 
I am giving you guys a heads up on this one before our May 19th meeting so that we can
revise Impact AQ-1 to include this mitigation in advance of May 19th.  You may need to
coordinate with the Warriors on feasibility. We will likely also need something in our record
to indicate that using MY 2010 vehicles is not feasible.
 
Regarding the AQ appendix, I have the following larger comments that I'd like to provide you
(see attached PDF for full comments):
1. The document states that the alternatives are analyzed quantitatively using the same
methodology, but the results for the alternatives are not included in the report.
2. There are inconsistencies with the results presented in the AQ Appendix and the EIR
section. These inconsistencies should be rectified. I would prefer that the AQ appendix use
the same table format as in the EIR.
 
Chris Kern and I are mostly available today if you would like to schedule a call to discuss.
 
Thank you,
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Jessica Range
Environmental Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, Ca 94103
E: Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
T: (415) 575-9018
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